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ABSTRACT
This study was designed to examine tenured faculty perceptions of accreditation. This
qualitative study utilized interviews and document analysis to gather the perspective of faculty in
a college of education. While there are quantitative and qualitative studies that have addressed
accreditation and faculty, the extant literature lacked the perceptions of faculty involved in the
accreditation process. This qualitative study offers an in-depth analysis of the perceptions of
faculty particularly tenured faculty in a college of education regarding accreditation.
The inclusion criteria for faculty were: experience in higher education for a minimum of
10 years, involved in curriculum development, and tenured. The study included a total of 11
participants. The interview questions focused on experience with accreditation, impact of
accreditation on curriculum, and faculty roles and rewards. A theme analysis was completed
utilizing the interview transcriptions along with document analysis based on the research
questions. Time emerged as a major theme throughout the interview questions. The sacrifice of
ones’ own scholarship, hours spent aligning syllabi with standards, and/or coordination
associated with the accreditation process were all referenced during the interviews. Additional
themes such as accreditation serving as recognition and utilized for advertising purposes
emerged as well. Implications and recommendations for administrators, faculty, and accrediting
offices within universities or colleges are discussed.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Statement of the problem
Accreditation is a multifaceted requirement that impacts institutions at various levels.
Since accreditation involves programs, departments, faculty, and administration in higher
education, a fairly large amount of discourse is focused on the subject. (Eaton, 2003; 2010). I am
using accreditation as it is broadly defined by the Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation (CAEP) “…as the process for assessing and enhancing academic and education
quality through voluntary peer review” (CAEP, n.d., p.1). Accreditation is a kind of “quality
control” for higher education because it informs the public whether the institution has met the
standards established by the particular accrediting body (Brittingham, 2008; Eaton, 2003, 2010).
Accreditation encompasses many forms of review including, but not limited to, review of
programs, administration of the programs, and the institution’s financial status (Eaton, 2003).
According to Eaton (2003, 2010), one of the roles of accrediting agencies is the continuous
review of programs. Because accreditation communicates to prospective students and parents the
quality of the institution retaining accreditation is of the utmost importance. In particular, this
research study focuses on regional accrediting bodies. Brittingham (2008) referred to the
regional accrediting bodies as having the most power and influence because they are considered
the quality control of higher education.
Accreditation often hinges upon faculty, who are expected to advance the mission and
goals of the institution (Monaghan et al., 2009). There is no guarantee, however, that faculty will
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be willing and active participants in the accreditation process because accreditation is not
necessarily a part of the traditional tenure and promotion process, which has been the most
common reward system for faculty (Monaghan et al., 2009). However, there is little research to
date on faculty perceptions regarding the accreditation process, the role of accreditation in
faculty reward systems, or the relationship between accreditation and curriculum planning.
The Accreditation process
This research proposal will utilize the definition of accreditation provided by SACS.
Accreditation defined by Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS, n.d.) is intended
to assure constituents and the public of the quality and integrity of higher education institutions
and programs and help those institutions and programs improve. These outcomes are achieved
through rigorous internal and external review processes during which the institution is evaluated
against a common set of standards. According to Eaton (2003), emphasize this common set of
standards typically involves peer review for academic quality.
Examining questions about the accreditation process through the first research question
will provide greater understanding of the process and the efficacy involved. To this end, other
definitions of accreditation provide insight: Hedrick et al. (2010) described accreditation as the
mark of distinction between programs. Danahoo and Lee (2008) asserted there are a variety of
accrediting bodies but none have the level of influence and power as the regional accrediting
bodies. Depending upon the program and/or college (such as engineering, business, etc.) there
may be an additional accrediting agency. Nationwide, there are six different regional
accreditation bodies. Practically, this situation means that there are multiple adaptations of
accreditation standards to accreditation across the U.S.A. (Jackson et. al., 2010).
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Eaton (2003) referred to accreditation as extensive. “19 institutional accrediting
organizations accredit approximately 6,300 institutions and more than 60 programmatic
accrediting organizations (e.g., law, medicine, business) accredit approximately 17,500
programs” (Eaton, 2003, p 1). The different standards have to be met to maintain regional
accreditation as well as program specific accreditation. This study explores the perceived value
of accreditation from the faculty perspective.
Curriculum
The first area of research will be curriculum planning. In particular, this study will
examine what the literature says about good curriculum planning strategies and what really
occurs in response to the accreditation process. Fink (2003) further asserted that unless courses
are designed properly, effective teaching would only have a limited impact. Hence,
accountability is required by accrediting bodies to determine student learning.
Beyond its role in assuring quality of education, accrediting bodies are increasingly being
asked to address student-learning outcomes in response to federal financial aid requirements
(Rhodes, 2012). If accountability is being required by the accrediting bodies to determine
student learning, it is important to design curriculum to encourage significant learning
experiences. This research will explore how the expectations of the accrediting agencies for
institutions to demonstrate student learning impacts the accreditation process with regard to
curriculum planning.
Faculty roles and rewards
Faculty perspectives regarding their role, benefits, costs and potential rewards for
participation in the accreditation process is the focus of the study. Monaghan et al. (2009)
recognized that faculty are expected to accomplish the goals of the university. Birnbaum (1998)
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highlighted the tensions between faculty and administration within the institutions. The tension
that is still present today has translated into faculty viewing administration as “red tape” and
their roles separate as separate from the educational mission of faculty (Birnbaum, 1998).
However, given the condition of increased expectations there is a need to adjust faculty
workload and expectations. In this case, rewards and recognition then become an important
factor for faculty especially in the recruitment and retention of quality faculty according to
Monaghan et al. (2009). If faculty are involved in the accrediting process and are vital to the
university missions, this need and work should be reflected in the standards and process for
rewards and recognition. The mechanisms in place to reward faculty role in these processes
should impact their motivation to contribute.
Purpose of the study
As the nature of accreditation evolves and changes, there will be an increased demand for
faculty to demonstrate student-learning outcomes (Bardo, 2009). Examining the efficacy and
faculty perceptions of the accreditation process would be beneficial to administrators, faculty,
and the accrediting bodies because understanding current faculty objections is invaluable to the
institution. This research can help inform the way the process is accomplished. The intent is to
disseminate the outcome of this study and encourage other institutions and individual colleges to
evaluate their current processes.
When initially researching the topic, a gap emerged in the accreditation efficacy and
curriculum research. Separate studies on accreditation efficacy and curriculum research in
nursing, social work, and business, are available; however, no studies exist with regard to overall
accreditation efficiency and the impact of accreditation on the curriculum in general. Further,
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Bardo (2009) asserted accreditation literature lacks evidence-based information regarding
student-learning outcomes, which directly relate to the curriculum in the classroom.
This study was designed to examine faculty perceptions of accreditation, faculty roles
and rewards and curriculum. The study revealed there is a large amount of time spent on
accreditation that is not rewarded from the faculty perspective. Based on the data there are
discrepancies between the value of accreditation amongst the faculty members in this particular
college.
Research questions
In order to address the concerns raised above, this study is guided by the following
research questions (RQ).


(RQ1): What are faculty perspectives regarding the value of accreditation?



(RQ2): What are faculty perspectives regarding the value of accreditation to curriculum
planning?



(RQ3): What are faculty perspectives regarding their role, benefits, costs, and potential
rewards for participation in the accreditation process?

Significance of the study
This study will inform the way in which accreditation occurs on a variety of levels. This
research will provide insight to administrators, faculty, and stakeholders at higher education
institutions with regard to the accreditation process. Faculty will be able to understand how
curriculum and planning is influenced through the accreditation process. The research will
investigate what motivates faculty, which could lead to evaluating the current faculty roles and
reward systems. Institutions can use this research to determine if there is a need to develop
rewards for faculty involved in the accreditation process. Administrators will gain knowledge
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regarding ways to motivate faculty to participate in a meaningful way through the accreditation
process. Institutions, whether they are navigating one or multiple accrediting agencies, should be
able to examine their current process, and in light of this research, gain awareness as to whether
their current processes are efficient and meaningful. It is also expected that the study will inform
the way in which individuals who work in institutional accrediting offices communicate the
accreditation standards to faculty and administrators.
Definition of terms
Accreditation is the process for assessing and enhancing academic and educational quality
through voluntary peer review (CAEP, n.d., p.1).
Accreditation defined by Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS, 2012) is
intended to assure constituents and the public of the quality and integrity of higher education
institutions and programs and help those institutions and programs improve. These outcomes are
achieved through rigorous internal and external review process during which the institution is
evaluated against a common set of standards. This study will use the broad definition of
accreditation provided by SACS.
Accrediting bodies, as defined by SACS (2012), conduct comprehensive reviews of institutions
of higher education and operate primarily in a specific geographical area. The accreditation
granted encompasses the entire institution including reported branch campuses, other
instructional sites, online programs, and distance learning modalities
Regional accrediting bodies typically accredit a wide range of institutions offering associate,
baccalaureate, masters and/or doctoral degrees. There are seven regional accrediting associations
in the United States comprising eight commissions that grant institution-wide accreditation.
While there are some modest differences in accreditation standards across regions, they operate
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similarly and all are recognized by the United States Department of Education (U.S.D.E.) to
conduct accreditation activities. These bodies also serve a “gate keeper” function for access to
Title IV funds. The primary service area for the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC) includes Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and Latin
America. SACSCOC does accept applications from international institutions that can meet its
accreditation standards.
Specialized or programmatic accrediting bodies conduct focused reviews of a single
educational program and operate primarily throughout the United States, although a few operate
internationally. Many are recognized by the U.S.D.E. to conduct accreditation activities.
Assessment is defined by CAEP (n.d.) as an evaluated activity or task used by program or unit to
determine the extent to which specific learning proficiencies, outcomes, or standards have been
mastered by candidates. Assessments usually include an instrument that details the task or
activity and a scoring guide used to evaluate the task or activity. Professional Education
Faculty is defined by CAEP (n.d.) as those individuals employed by a college or university,
including graduate teaching assistants, who teach one or more courses in education, provide
services to candidates (e.g. advising), supervise clinical experiences, or administer some portion
of the unit.
Summary
Accreditation examines educational institutions for program quality and student learning
outcomes (Rhodes, 2012). Accreditation bodies provide a necessary service to the public and to
the institutions. The proposed study would help answer questions regarding the intersections of
accreditation, curriculum planning, faculty roles and rewards, and accreditation process. This
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research will assist administrators in understanding the faculty perspective of the accreditation
process and tasks.
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CHAPTER TWO LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
This chapter contains a review of literature related to this research proposal. Its purpose
is to examine literature related to higher education accreditation and the areas of faculty
roles and rewards and curriculum development as they relate to the accreditation process.
Literature related to how accreditation is defined, its purpose or need and current accreditation
practices is reviewed. Faculty roles and rewards, faculty time, and traditional faculty reward
systems are discussed. Finally, curriculum development in relation to accreditation and best
practices in the area is analyzed Together each of these areas influence how the accreditation
process is perceived by faculty and provide a foundation for this study.
Accreditation
In order to better understand the research that has surrounded the accreditation process,
the following section analyzes the literature available on the topic. The definition of
accreditation, accrediting agencies, role of accrediting agencies, implications of accreditation,
and the purpose of accreditation are discussed. Each of these areas connects closely with the
research questions and provides the necessary background.
Definition of accreditation. According to Jackson, et al (2010), accreditation is the gold
standard for universities. Accreditation can reference regional and/or organizational specific
accreditation. This research will refer to regional accreditation. Each accrediting body has its
own set of regulations and requirements established as basic standards for institutions. The
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University of South Florida serves as the setting for this study is accredited through the Southern
Associations of Colleges and Schools (SACS).
The Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) defines accreditation
as the process for assessing and enhancing academic and education quality through voluntary
peer review. According to Eaton (2003,2010), accreditation began more than 100 years ago.
Eaton (2003, 2010) and Brittingham (2008) referred to accreditation as the quality assurance and
improvement in higher education. The accreditation process is the reflection of the principles that
higher education holds in high regard, including institutional autonomy, academic freedom, and
peer and professional review. Beyond its academic value, Alstete (2004) described accreditation
as a requirement for recognition by government agencies and an important factor in public and
student opinion about particular universities that evolves into a comprehensive system for selfrenewal.
Accrediting bodies. Accreditation can be college, discipline, or university specific. Due
to the location of the participants, this research focuses on the accreditation process of the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). However, it is important to reference the
various types of accrediting bodies and the particular types of institutions they accredit. Some of
the agencies are location specific and others are based on the degrees that are offered. Due to the
plethora of accrediting bodies and higher education institutions, the US Department of Education
and The Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) maintain a database (see Table 1)
of reputable regional and programmatic accrediting agencies.
Regional and National Institutional Accrediting Agencies. The United States
Department of Education’s database, according to their website, includes the accrediting bodies
“recognized by the Secretary as a reliable authorities concerning the quality of education or
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training offered by institutions higher education or higher education programs they accredit” (US
Department of Education, n.d., p.1). Danahoo and Lee (2008) asserted that there are a variety of
accrediting bodies but none have the level of influence and power as the regional accrediting
bodies. There are a total of 15 regional agencies on the list; Table 1 lists each of their names and
a brief summary of their foci.
Table 1 Regional and national accrediting agency and foci Note: Table 1 Information Gathered
from US Department of Education (n.d.)
Accrediting Agency

Foci

Accrediting Commission of Career Colleges
and Schools

Is the accrediting body that evaluates degree
granting and non-degree granting schools
particularly technical, career, and online
schools.

Accrediting Council for Continuing Education
and Training

As the name suggests, accredits institutions
that offer continuing education and vocational
training.
Evaluates private postsecondary institutions
that educate students for professional,
technical, or occupational careers.
Examines postsecondary occupational
education institutions.
Accredits primarily institutions that offer
degrees solely by distance or correspondence
education.
Handles schools in Delaware, Maryland, New
Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, the Common
Wealth of Puerto Rico, District of Columbia,
and the US Virgin Islands, including those that
offer some or all of their degrees via distance
education.
Accredits schools in Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island,
and Vermont, including schools that grant
bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral degrees.
Focuses on degree granting institutions in New
York, including distance education.

Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges
and Schools
Council on Occupational Education
Distance Education and Training Council,
Accrediting Commission
Middle States Commission on Secondary
Schools

New England Association of Schools and
Colleges, Commission on Institutions of
Higher Education
New York State Board of Regents and the
Commissioner of Education
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Table 1 (Continued)
Accrediting Agency
North Central Association of Colleges and
Schools, The Higher Learning Commission

Northwest Commissions on Colleges and
Universities
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools,
Commission on Colleges

Transnational Association of Christian
Colleges and Schools, Accreditation
Commission
Western Association of Schools and Colleges,
Accrediting Commission for Community and
Junior Colleges

Foci
Accredits institutions in Arizona, Arkansas,
Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska,
New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma,
South Dakota, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming.
Evaluates higher education institutions located
in Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon,
Utah, and Washington.
Accredits institutions in Alabama, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Texas, and Virginia.
Focuses on the accreditation of Christian
postsecondary institutions that offer
certificates, degrees, associate, baccalaureate,
and doctoral degrees.
Evaluates schools in California, Hawaii, the
United States territories of Guam and
American Samoa, the Republic of Palau, the
Federated States of Micronesia, the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands, and the Republic of the Marshall
Islands.

Specialized accrediting agencies. Unlike regional agencies, specialized accrediting
agencies are discipline specific. The US Department of Education lists six different areas for
specialized agencies: arts and humanities, education training, legal, community and social
services, personal care and services, and healthcare. There are too many specialized accrediting
agencies to include; however, this section highlights an example from each category. Included in
the arts and humanities category is the National Association of Schools of Music, Commission on
Accreditation which accredits institutions that offer music and music related programs. Under
12

the education training area is the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation, which
focuses on professional education providing baccalaureate and graduate degrees for elementary
and secondary schools. The legal accrediting body is the American Bar Association, Council of
the Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar. The American Bar Association
accredits programs that lead to the professional degree in law.
The community and social services accreditation agencies include the Commission on
Accrediting of the Association of Theological Schools, which focuses on accrediting institutions
that offer professional and academic degrees in theological education. In the area of personal
care and services is the National Accrediting Commission of Career Arts and Sciences, Inc. The
National Accrediting Commission of Career Arts and Sciences accredits programs in
cosmetology, art and sciences, and massage therapy. The healthcare accrediting agencies include
Accreditation Council for Pharmacy Education. The Accreditation Council for Pharmacy
Education focuses on degree programs in pharmacy leading to the doctorate of pharmacy. Each
of these specialized accrediting agencies has their own standards an institution is expected to
meet as established experts in the respective field. These expectations are often above and
beyond the regional accreditation standards.
The Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) is the nongovernmental
organization that serves as an advocate for institutional quality through the accreditation process.
CHEA maintains a database of accredited institutions and accreditation bodies. There are a total
of 47 programmatic accrediting organizations recognized by CHEA. Table 2 outlines the
programmatic accrediting bodies they recognize and the scope of those programmatic accrediting
bodies.
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Table 2 Programmatic accrediting bodies and foci Note: Programmatic accrediting bodies and
foci information gathered from Council for Higher Education Accreditation (n.d.)
Programmatic Accrediting Organizations

Foci

AACSB International—The Association to Advance
Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB)

AACSB International accredits degree programs in business
administration and accounting at undergraduate, masters, and
doctoral levels. This accreditation is available globally.

ABET

Engineering programs at the baccalaureate and master’s level;
engineering technology programs at the associate and baccalaureate
level; computing programs at the baccalaureate level and applied
science programs at the associate, baccalaureate and masters level
both in the United States and internationally.
Doctor of Audiology Degree (Au.D) awarded by programs in
institutions throughout the U.S. that have the legal authority to
confer higher education degrees.
Accreditation of nursing education programs and schools, both
postsecondary and higher degree, which offer either a certificate,
diploma, or a recognized professional degree (clinical doctorate,
master’s, baccalaureate, associate, diploma, and practical nursing) in
the United States, its territories, and internationally, including those
offered via distance education.
ACBSP accredits business, accounting, and business-related
programs at the associate, baccalaureate, master, and doctorate
degree levels worldwide.

Accreditation Commission for Audiology Education (ACAE)

Accreditation Commission for Education in Nursing (ACEN)

Accreditation Council for Business Schools and Programs
(ACBSP)

Accreditation Council for Pharmacy Education (ACPE)

Accreditation Review Commission on Education for the
Physician Assistant, Inc. (ARC-PA)
American Academy of Forensic Sciences (AAFS) Forensic
Science Education Programs Accreditation
Commission
American Association for Marriage and Family Therapy
Commission on Accreditation for Marriage and Family
Therapy Education (COAMFTE)
American Association of Family and Consumer Sciences
(AAFCS) Council for Accreditation

American Board of Funeral Service Education (ABFSE)
Committee on Accreditation
American Council for Construction Education (ACCE)

American Culinary Federation Education Foundation, Inc.
(ACFEF) Accrediting Commission

Professional degree programs in pharmacy leading to the Doctor of
Pharmacy (PharmD) degree in the United States and in other
countries.
Programs preparing individuals for entry-level physician assistant
practice located in institutions in the United States that are accredited
by recognized regional accrediting bodies
FEPAC accredits forensic science education programs that lead to a
bachelor’s or master’s degree in forensic science or in a natural
science with a forensic science concentration in the United States
and internationally.
Master’s, doctoral, and post-degree clinical training programs in
marriage and family therapy in the United States and Canada.
Units in postsecondary institutions in the United States and its
territories having educational programs (majors) leading to a
baccalaureate degree or degrees through which professionals are
prepared for a career in family and consumer sciences or in the
profession’s career specialization.
Funeral service/mortuary science education programs at the associate
(or comparable) and baccalaureate levels in the United States.
Baccalaureate and associate degree programs in construction,
construction science, construction management, and construction
technology located in North America and Australia.
Bachelor’s degrees in culinary management. Associate degrees,
diplomas and certificates in culinary arts. Programs must be
postsecondary and so authorized under applicable state law or
comparable government unit.
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Table 2 (Continued)
Programmatic Accrediting Organizations

Foci

American Library Association (ALA)
Committee on Accreditation (CoA)

Accredits master’s programs in library and information studies
offered under the degree-granting authority of institutions located in
the United States, its territories, possessions, and protectorates and,
by agreement with the Canadian Library Association, Canada
Occupational therapy education programs offering one or more of
the following credentials: professional master’s degree, combined
baccalaureate/master’s degree, and/or professional occupational
therapy doctorate degree. In addition, ACOTE accredits occupational
therapy assistant education programs offering an associate degree
and/or certificate. This recognition includes the accreditation of
occupational therapy and occupational therapy assistant educational
programs offered via distanced education.

American Occupational Therapy Association
(AOTA)Accreditation Council for Occupational Therapy
Education
(ACOTE)

American Physical Therapy Association (APTA)
Commission on Accreditation in Physical Therapy Education
(CAPTE)

CAPTE accredits physical therapist professional education programs
offered at the master’s and clinical doctoral degree levels by higher
education institutions in the United States and internationally.
CAPTE also accredits physical therapist assistant technical education
programs offered at the associate degree level by higher education
institutions in the United States only.

American Podiatric Medical Association (APMA) Council on
Podiatric Medical Education (CPME)

Accredits institutions and programs leading to the Doctorate of
Podiatric Medicine (DPM) degree in the United States and its
territories.
CAPTE accredits physical therapist professional education programs
offered at the master’s and clinical doctoral degree levels by higher
education institutions in the United States and internationally.
CAPTE also accredits physical therapist assistant technical education
programs offered at the associate degree level by higher education
institutions in the United States only.
Doctoral programs in clinical, counseling, school psychology, (and
combinations of 2 or more of these practice areas); internship
programs in professional psychology; and postdoctoral residency
programs in traditional and specialty practice areas of psychology;
within the United States, its territories, and Canada.
First professional programs in landscape architecture at the
bachelor’s or master’s level in the United States and its territories.

American Physical Therapy Association (APTA)Commission
on Accreditation in Physical Therapy Education (CAPTE)

American Psychological Association (APA)
Commission on Accreditation (CoA)

American Society of Landscape Architects
(ASLA)Landscape Architectural Accreditation Board LAAB)
American Speech-Language-Hearing Association
(ASHA)Council on Academic Accreditation in Audiology
and Speech-Language Pathology

The accreditation and preaccreditation (Accreditation Candidate)
throughout the United States of education programs in audiology and
speech-language pathology leading to the first professional or
clinical degree at the master’s or doctoral level, and the accreditation
of these programs offered via distance education.

American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA) Council
on Education

Schools and programs that offer the professional Doctor of
Veterinary Medicine degree, or its equivalent, in the United States
and Canada. The Council may also approve foreign veterinary
colleges.
Associate, baccalaureate, and master’s degree programs in
technology, applied technology, engineering technology, and
technology-related disciplines delivered by national or regional
accredited institutions in the United States.
Non-engineering aviation programs at the associate, baccalaureate,
and graduate levels offered by colleges and universities in the United
States and throughout the world.

Association of Technology, Management, and Applied
Engineering (ATMAE)

Aviation Accreditation Board International (AABI)
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Table 2 (Continued)
Programmatic Accrediting Organizations

Foci

Commission on Accreditation for Health Informatics and
Information Management Education (CAHIIM)

CAHIIM accredits associate and baccalaureate degree programs in
health information management and master’s degree programs in
health informatics and health information management professions in
the United States and Puerto Rico.
The CoARC accredits first professional respiratory care degree
programs at the Associate, Baccalaureate, and Master’s Degree level
in the United States and internationally. The CoARC also accredits
professional respiratory care degree programs offering certificates in
polysomnography.
Accredits certificate, diploma, associate, bachelor’s and master’s
degree programs in the following disciplines: anesthesiologist
assistant, cardiovascular technologist, cytotechnologist, diagnostic
medical sonographer, electroneurodiagnostic technologist,
emergency medical technician-paramedic, exercise science
professional, kinesiotherapist, medical assistant, medical illustrator,
ortholist and prosthetist, perfusionist, polysomnographic
technologist, specialist in blood bank technology, surgical assistant
and surgical technologist. CAAHEP accredits programs in the United
States and internationally.

Commission on Accreditation for Respiratory Care (CoARC)

Commission on Accreditation of Allied Health Education
Programs (CAAHEP)

Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare Management
Education (CAHME)
Commission on Opticianry Accreditation (COA)

Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related
Educational Programs (CACREP)
Council for Interior Design Accreditation (CIDA)

Council for Standards in Human Service Education (CSHSE)

Council on Accreditation of Nurse Anesthesia Educational
Programs (CoA-NA)
Council on Chiropractic Education (CCE)

Council on Rehabilitation Education (CORE)Commission on
Standards and Accreditation
Council on Social Work Education Office of Social Work
Accreditation (CSWE) Commission on Accreditation
International Assembly for Collegiate Business Education
(IACBE)

CAHME accredits professional programs in healthcare management
at the master’s level from degree-granting institutions in the United
States and Canada.
COA accredits two-year opticianry degree programs and one-year
ophthalmic laboratory technology certificate programs in the United
States and Canada that are sponsored by post-secondary institutions
accredited by agencies recognized by the Department of Education
or CHEA.
CACREP accredits master’s and doctoral degree programs in
counseling and its specialties that are offered by colleges and
universities in the United States and throughout the world.
Professional-level interior design programs that culminate in a
bachelor’s or master’s degree located in the United States or
internationally.
The Council for Standards in Human Service Education (CSHSE)
accredits human services educational programs in the United States
at the associate, baccalaureate and master’s degree level.
Accreditation of institutions and programs of nurse anesthesia at the
post-master’s certificate, master’s or doctoral degree level in the
United States, its territories and protectorates.
Accreditation of doctor of chiropractic programs and solitary
purpose chiropractic institutions leading to the Doctor of
Chiropractic (D.C.) degree in the United States.
Graduate programs in rehabilitation counseling (master’s level) and
undergraduate programs in rehabilitation services (bachelor’s level)
offered in the United States and Puerto Rico.
Baccalaureate and master’s degrees in social work.

The IACBE accredits business programs that lead to degrees at the
associate, bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral levels in institutions of
higher education worldwide that grant bachelor’s and/or graduate
degrees. The IACBE does not accredit business programs of
institutions of higher education that offer only associate degrees in
business.
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Table 2 (Continued)
Programmatic Accrediting Organizations

Foci

International Fire Service Accreditation Congress Degree
Assembly (IFSAC-DA)

The IFSAC Degree Assembly accredits fire and emergency related
degree programs at the associate and baccalaureate levels offered by
colleges and universities in the United States and throughout the
world.
The Joint Review Committee on Education in Radiologic
Technology (JRCERT) currently accredits educational programs in
radiography, radiation therapy, magnetic resonance, and medical
dosimetry that can be offered at the certificate, associate,
baccalaureate, and master’s degree levels in both traditional and
distance education settings. These programs are housed in
institutionally accredited, degree granting institutions and
hospitals/medical centers that only award certificates. The
geographic boundaries of JRCERT accreditation activities are within
the United States and its territories, commonwealths, and
possessions.

Joint Review Committee on Education in Radiologic
Technology (JRCERT)

Joint Review Committee on Educational Programs in Nuclear
Medicine Technology (JRCNMT)

Accredits postsecondary nuclear medicine technology programs
offering certificate, associate and baccalaureate degrees. Programs
must be located in the territorial United States, its protectorates and
possessions and may be offered in a traditional or distance education
format.

National Accrediting Agency for Clinical Laboratory
Sciences (NAACLS)

NAACLS independently accredits educational programs at the
associate, pre-baccalaureate (certificate), baccalaureate, postbaccalaureate (certificate), and master’s degree levels in the United
States and internationally for the following professions: medical
laboratory science, medical technician, histotechnologist,
histotechnician, pathologist assistant, diagnostic molecular scientist,
cytogenetic technologist, phlebotomist, and clinical assistant.
The Council on Accreditation of Parks, Recreation, Tourism and
Related Professions (COAPRT) accredits baccalaureate programs
that prepare students for professions whose expertise and services
support the social and economic activities associated with recreation,
travel, and/or leisure activities and experiences, within the United
States and its territories, Canada, and Mexico.
NASPAA-COPRA accredits Master’s degree programs in public
policy, affairs, and administration globally.

National Recreation and Park Association
Council on Accreditation of Parks, Recreation, Tourism, and
Related Professions (COAPRT)

Network of Schools of Public Policy, Affairs, and
Administration (NASPAA-COPRA) Commission on Peer
Review and Accreditation
Planning Accreditation Board (PAB)
Psychological Clinical Science Accreditation System
(PCSAS)

Society of American Foresters (SAF)

Teacher Education Accreditation Council, Inc. (TEAC)

Academic programs in North America leading to bachelor’s and
master’s degrees in urban and regional planning.
PCSAS accredits only doctoral training programs that grant Ph.D.
degrees in psychology with a core focus on the specialty of
psychological clinical science and that are housed in departments of
psychology (or their equivalent) within accredited nonprofit,
research-intensive universities in the U.S. and Canada.
Degree programs in forestry and natural resources leading to
associate degrees or their equivalent, baccalaureate degrees and
master’s degrees in the United States and Canada.
Accreditation of academic programs at the bachelor’s, master’s,
post-baccalaureate, and doctoral levels in education preparation
including programs offered in distance education formats in the
United States and internationally.
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Role of accrediting agencies. Accreditation ensures that the educational institutions and/or
programs utilize viable, sustainable models and involves examining multiple facets of the
educational institution (Danahoo & Lee, 2008). Accreditation provides the public with a scale to
measure the institutional quality, and a lack of accreditation could impact the overall success of
the institution. While accreditation provides multiple institutional and student benefits, there is
no mandate that requires accreditation.
In the United States, the foundation for the modern accreditation system developed in 1847
when the American Medical Association (AMA) became the first nonprofit association
established to set and maintain professional standards. (Donahoo & Lee, 2008, p.320)
Eaton (2003) described the extensive scope of accreditation, explaining that it includes 19
institutional accrediting organizations, approximately 6,300 institutions, and more than 60
programmatic accrediting organizations. Eaton (2003) outlined four responsibilities of
accrediting agencies: “Accreditation sustains and enhances the quality of higher education;
maintains the academic values of higher education; is a buffer against the politicizing of higher
education; and serves public interests and need” (p.1).
Regarding stakeholders, Brittingham (2008) and Eaton (2003) agreed the accrediting
agencies serve both the institution and public by ensuring the overall quality of the institution.
Brittignham (2008) traced the current quality improvement mandate of the accrediting
organizations to 1950s when the federal government began acknowledging accrediting agencies
as acceptable quality control for educational institutions. In Eaton’s work (2003), she referred to
parents and students as customers who use the accreditation to determine the quality of the
education. These examples illustrate the understanding that accreditation is not only for the
institutions and governments, but also serves the public, including prospective students, as it
helps them to determine the quality of degrees from a specific university or college.
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Accreditation also focuses on administrative and financial aspects of the institution,
including examining the debts, revenues, and endowments (Danahoo & Lee, 2008). These
characteristics are evaluated because, the granting of accreditation to an institution represents to
the public the quality of the programs and the ability of the institution to continue to offer
programs. Eaton (2003) referred to the total higher education revenue in the USA as $278.8
billion dollars. With such a large sum at stake, the financial aspect of higher education cannot be
ignored and is carefully examined through the accreditation process (Eaton, 2003). In many
ways, higher education is a business that represents an investment that students make in their
education. Accrediting agencies review this investment to ensure it can be sustained.
Implications of accreditation. The SACS Principles of Accreditation (2012) included
the standards that focus on mission, resources, and educational objectives: Institutions that are
accredited by SACS confirm that they have a mission that is appropriate for higher education,
and possess resources, programs, and services to support this mission. They also maintain clearly
specified educational objectives consistent with their mission and appropriate to the degrees they
offer, and they indicate whether they are successful in achieving their stated objectives (SACS
Principles of Accreditation, 2012). The SACS 2012 Principles of Accreditation outlined above
closely what much of the literature has stated about the purpose of accreditation and how it
ideally functions. Table 3 is reproduced from the SACS Principles of Accreditation (2012)
document and references the characteristics of accreditation.
These principles all create a kind of peer review for institutions of higher education.
Jackson, et al (2010) referred to peer review as providing feedback to inform the final
accreditation decision. Accreditation involves on-site visits, interviews, document review, and
observations of the institutions (Jackson, et al, 2010).
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Table 3 SACS fundamental characteristics of accreditation Note: Table created from (SACS
Principles of Accreditation, 2012, p. 3)

Participation in the accreditation process is voluntary and is an earned and renewable status
Member institutions develop, amend, and approve accreditation requirements.
The process of accreditation is representative, responsive, and appropriate to the types of
institutions accredited.
Accreditation is a form of self-regulation
Accreditation requires institutional commitment and engagement.
Accreditation is based upon a peer review process.
Accreditation requires an institutional commitment to student learning and achievement.
Accreditation acknowledges an institution’s prerogative to articulate its mission, including a
religious mission, within the recognized context of higher education and its responsibility to
show that it is accomplishing its mission.
Accreditation requires institutional commitment to the concept of quality enhancement
through continuous assessment and improvement.
Accreditation expects an institution to develop a balanced governing structure designed to
promote institutional integrity, autonomy, and flexibility of operation.
Accreditation expects an institution to ensure that its programs are complemented by
support structures and resources that allow for the total growth and development of its
students.

The peer reviewers submit the decisions to the accrediting bodies based on the information
collected (Jackson, et al, 2010). Peer review is clearly a vital step in the accrediting process and
impacts the overall decisions made about the particular institution. The final decision to
determine if an institution is granted accreditation, however, is made by the regional accrediting
body.
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Although accreditation is a voluntary review process, it determines eligibility for
government support for an institution (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, 1977). Federal aid for students and support for various programs are only granted
when an institution has received accreditation (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, 1977).
One reason the government requires accreditation is in order to provide support for
institutions and financial aid for students is that the government has an interest in assuring the
transferability of credits. Transferability of credits relates to a standard of quality across public
institutions (Orkodashvili, 2009). Though they agree that accreditation in valuable, the Council
for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) believes that state institutions should determine
admission of transfer credits based on more than just the accreditation of the institution (Council
for Higher Education, 2011). They suggest the public institutions provide clear transfer policies
and practices.
Beyond its role in assure transferability of credits among institutions, accreditation stands
as a consistent measure of the overall quality of an institution. Accreditation includes a continual
review process and the requirements may shift in responses to changes in best practices,
governmental policies, and educational research (Jackson, et al, 2010). The government’s
responsibility to evaluate the overall quality of an institution and/or program relies upon the
accreditation agencies. Therefore, accreditation serves as an evaluation system for the public.
Purpose of accreditation. Dressel (1978) described the purpose of accreditation as follows:

Colleges and universities have banded together in six regional accrediting associations to
establish procedures which (1) certify to the general public, to government, and to other
institutions the minimal qualifications of the institutions accredited; (2) provided limited
protection against degree mills and disreputable educational practices; (3) provide
counsel and assistance to new and developing institutions moving toward accreditation;
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(4) encourage improvement in institutions by a review of activities, by development of
recommendations regarding program quality, and by preparation of guidelines for
assessing educational effectiveness; (5) encourage continuous self-study and evaluation;
(6) provide a basis for assuring that institutions are worthy of assistance from various
federal programs; and (7) provide some protection to institutions against threatened
encroachments on their autonomy, which might also destroy education quality (Dressel,
1978, p. 405).
The impact accreditation has on the perception of the institution, programs, and the connection to
program review is invaluable (Alsete, 2004, Dressel, 1978, Hedrick, et al, 2010, Johnston, et al,
2010). After receiving accreditation, institutions then need to adjust their focus. For institutions
that have been accredited previously, the emphasis is often on maintaining the accreditation
(Jackson, et al, 2010).
Professional and regional accreditation agencies have typically been the standard arbiter
of academic quality for programs and institutions (Rhodes, 2012). Hedrick, et al (2010)
completed a quantitative analysis of the impact of Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of
Business (AACSB) accreditation based on a number of different factors including faculty
salaries and teaching loads. The study was conducted by the U.S. Department of Education’s
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) using existing data from the National Study of
Post-Secondary Faculty (NSOPF). The results indicated that faculty at an accredited institution
were paid 50% more than faculty in non-accredited programs. Not surprisingly, based on the
research and the importance of accreditation, faculty at an accredited business school have a
lower teaching load compared with those at a non-accredited program. Hedrick, et al (2010)
asserted that there may also be a difference in the type of faculty at accredited versus nonaccredited institutions. While this study was looking at business schools in particular, this study
provides an example of the effects of accreditation on institutions. The article also discussed the
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“cost” of accreditation and how administrators need to evaluate whether or not the “cost” is
worth the benefit of being accredited (Hedrick, et al, 2010).
Accreditation should be a priority for an institution because it can ensure the success of
the university in multiple areas (Alstete, 2004). As of today, more than 7,000 colleges and
universities in the United States and more than 20,000 programs serving 24 million students are
willing to undergo periodic accreditation review (Eaton, 2010). According to the Department of
Education there are a total of 7, 021 post-secondary institutions in the United States, which
includes all degree granting institutions and two-year colleges as of 2011.
Alsete (2004) studied accreditation and stated that public opinion is that higher education
institutions must meet moderate to high standards for accreditation. Data from this study also
revealed that faculty should be motivated to become active participants in the process in order to
ensures academic integrity and academic freedom (Alsete, 2004). Another of the reasons faculty
should be involved includes self-regulation (Alsete, 2004). For example, volunteering to
participate in on campus accreditation review teams and being involved at one’s home university
provide opportunities for sharing practice and future of their discipline and higher education in
general.
Summary
Accreditation is a complex concept and process, which has to be understood from
multiple levels and perspectives. Accrediting bodies review not just programs, but the financial
stability and the overall quality of the institution. Researchers have stated accrediting bodies
began more than 100 years ago and are relied upon as the gatekeepers for higher education
(Brittingham, 2008; Danhoo & Lee, 2008; Eaton, 2003). Accreditation communicates a certain
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level of quality the public relies upon to determine the quality of an institution and/or program
(Eaton, 2003).
Faculty
As the previous section indicated, Faculty play an important role in the accreditation
process in order to ensure academic integrity and self-regulation (Alsete, 2004). Birnbaum
(1988) described the university as a system, and faculty are one part of the system. Faculty roles
and rewards continue to be debatable, but they connect to multiple functions within the
institution. O’Meara (2005) described the higher education reward system as connecting to the
institution on a deeper level. For example, if some of the accreditation duties are included in the
annual review process for faculty, it might make the process more personal and meaningful. This
research will connect faculty roles and rewards, accreditation process, and curriculum and will
provide insight into faculty’s perceptions of the interrelationships of these functions.
Faculty roles and rewards. The accrediting process can be long and require an extensive
amount of time. Some questions to ponder may include: Is accreditation part of the faculty’s job
description? Is accreditation part of the expectations for faculty members outlined by the
administration? Once the faculty have been assigned certain tasks, is there something in place to
reward them for the time spent on the accreditation process? These are questions the researcher
plans to explore further. This section of research delves into faculty roles, faculty rewards, and
accreditation as it relates to faculty.
Faculty roles and rewards within an institution, including professoriate priorities, have
been researched and debated for over 35 years (Boyer, 1990; O’Meara, 2011). Most of the
research on the faculty reward system has been primarily focused on promotion and tenure and
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how little has been done to make changes to the system since the discussion began (Del Favaro
& Bray, 2010; Fairweather, 1993; Park, 2012).
Faculty roles. Faculty assignments are generally split among teaching, research, and
service (Boyer, 1990; Del Favaro & Bray, 2010; Dressel,1971; Fairweather, 1993; O’Meara,
2005, 2011; Park, 2012). Boyer (1990) defined research as the freedom of inquiry and service
ideally as directly impacting one’s field of study. The literature supports that the research portion
of the assignment is often given more weight based the prestige that comes along with it (Del
Favaro & Bray, 2010). While the perceived weight placed on each of these categories varied
depending on whether a faculty member or an administrator was questioned, research university
faculty reported that more time was spent on research and working with graduate students (Del
Favaro & Bray, 2010; Fairweather, 1993; Park, 2012).
According to Boyer (1990), the term research was first used in the American institutions
in 1870s. The idea was that everything is connected to theory and research, and everything is
impacted by theory (Boyer, 1997). Research was a new term in 1870, but theory is the beginning
of research and closely connected (Boyer, 1997). Bray and Del Favaro (2010), argued that one of
the primary roles of faculty in higher education is scholarly research in the faculty member’s
particular field of study. However, the amount of research required varies depending on the
institution; this leads to the dilemma of faculty research expectations during their tenure and
review process.
Despite the emphasis on research and theory, faculty roles and rewards are also directly
related to curriculum and teaching (Dressel, 1971). Paul Dressel (1971) is noted as having one of
the most prolific analyses of college curricula. In discussing the role of faculty members, Dressel
(1971) stated that statesmanship implies a willingness to be a part of continuing evaluation,
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which may include a multitude of responsibilities. Some of these additional responsibilities may
include university wide committees, department committees, and advisory boards.
The American Association of University Professors (AAUP), developed standards or
obligations assumed by all members of academia (Dressel, 1971). The AAUP (1996)
professional ethics statement outlines five areas that would be considered the role of a faculty
member and obligation to the profession. According to the AAUP (1996), the ethics statement
was adopted originally in 1966 and revisions have been made from 1987-2009. Dressel (1971)
summarized the five areas of the AAUP ethics statement, and he suggested that this code should
be taken into consideration in the determination of faculty rewards that include salary increases,
tenure, and promotions.
1. Responsibilities to himself [sic]. This includes advancement of knowledge and to the
discipline. It includes dedication to improvement of the area of study.
2. Responsibilities to his students. Including but not limited to learning in his students.
Serving as a representative of the discipline to the students. The role of the instructor is to
foster academic conduct.
3. Responsibilities for colleagues. The professor should respect scholars in the community
and respect others opinions. The professor should share the responsibility for governance
of the institution.
4. Responsibilities to the institution. The professor seeks to be an effective teacher and
scholar. The faculty member does not let outside work jeopardize his primary
responsibilities to the institution.
5. Responsibilities to the community. The faculty member has the rights and responsibilities
of other citizens. When speaking as an individual does not give the impression that he is
speaking for the university.
(Dressel, 1971, p.325)
The role of the faculty member within the university is vital to the success and progress of an
institution; however, even though all these activities are pivotal, the majority of faculty cannot
engage in all of the activities (Dressel, 1971). Therefore, the university administration needs to
determine the strength of the faculty and adjust the faculty time towards the individual’s
strengths. The university success and happiness of the faculty members is determined by the
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effective use of faculty member’s time. Faculty members are often unprepared for their many
assignments and resent evaluation on the roles assigned. The extant literature suggests
orientations for new faculty members as well as research and service centers on campus. Faculty
duties and responsibilities need to be revaluated to create a system that will allow the optimal use
of faculty time (Dressel, 1971).
Faculty are assigned a percentage of their time for each of the categories mentioned
above. Research confirmed that, outside perspectives of faculty tend to fall into the stereotypical
ivory tower idea in which faculty lack dedication to students (Benedict & Benedict, 2014).
Benedict and Benedict (2014) reported full time faculty working an average of 53.3 hours per
week in 1987; the average remained the same in 2003. As a comparison, the average workweek
of a typical full time employee in the United Stated in 2010 was 37.5 hours (Benedict &
Benedict, 2014). Clearly there is a disconnect between public perceptions and faculty effort.
One of the continuous difficulties in evaluating faculty time is the emphasis on which
activities are most rewarded (O’Meara, 2011). Improving the quality of teaching is often
discussed in higher education institutions; however, faculty are not typically given recognition
for the time spent with students and teaching is often not rewarded (O’Meara, 2011).
Benedict and Benedict (2014) noted that faculty time spent on instruction has decreased
recently. Faculty roles are influenced by a complex array of stakeholders and expectations.
However, they assert that there may be internal and external influences that may be impacting
the time spent on instruction. Some of the external and/or internal influences mentioned include
adjuncts, faculty assigned to administrative duties, and research (Benedict & Benedict, 2014).
Faculty Rewards. Some faculty members insist that the faculty is the university. This
erroneous view ignores both social responsibility and accountability, and it presents a major
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difficulty in developing a faculty evaluation system; if the faculty is the university, then faculty
evaluation must be conducted by the faculty. (Dressel, 1976, p. 331)
O’Meara (2011) defined the academic reward system as “...the many ways in but
indicated it the ways in which the institution regards faculty including but not limited to, how it
recruits, sustains, assesses, and advances faculty throughout their careers” (p. 161). Tenure and
promotion is one system that has been used for faculty rewards within US higher education
research institutions. However, a large number of institutions also have annual evaluations of
their faculty members. The faculty evaluation system serves multiple purposes: providing data
for institutional decisions about contract continuation, promotion and tenure, and merit pay
(Mills & Hyle, 1999). The focus of the current system is to evaluate the faculty member’s
contribution to research, teaching and service. The annual review allows for the negotiation of
faculty roles by individual faculty members with their current supervisor (Mills & Hyle, 1999).
The ability for faculty to negotiate their time and provide input as to how their time is spent is
invaluable when there are so many competing demands in their career.
Tenure and promotion are among the most recognizable and common forms of reward for
faculty (Fairweather, 1993; Mills & Hyle, 1999; O’Meara, 2005, 2011; Park, 2012). There are
flaws within the faculty evaluation system at many institutions and a lack of clear expectations
for the attainment of tenure (O’Meara, 2005). Despite research and feedback, the evaluation
process for faculty, which reinforces research-focused behavior, has largely remained the same
for most institutions (Fairweather, 1993; Park, 2012).
Promotion and tenure has a direct influence on faculty behavior, but the annual review
process is often viewed as an annoyance. (Mills & Hyle, 1999). Most faculty reviews occur once
a year and, research suggests that, as a separate evaluation system, it is not likely to be
28

incorporated into the actual higher education evaluation system (Mills & Hyle, 1999). Mills and
Hyle (1999) found that faculty would be in favor of a more balanced evaluation approach;
however, a major concern was faculty perceptions that they lacked knowledge about the criteria.
Fairweather (1993) and Park (2012) highlighted that faculty and administrators both connected
research productivity as the main factor in achieving promotion, tenure, and salary increases
(merit). According to some authors, regardless of the particular type of university, what was
commonly rewarded was research and scholarship (Fairweather, 1993; Park, 2012).
Del Favaro and Bray (2010) discussed the four main systems for faculty rewards. These
rewards include, but are not limited to pay, contract or merit pay, standard raises, and hybrid
models. Faculty viewed salary as one way to record and recognize their work; however, it is not
the primary motivator for faculty (Del Favaro & Bray, 2010). Additional rewards which faculty
value include support personnel, facilities, family tuition waivers, retirement investments,
graduate assistants, and reduced teaching loads (Del Favaro & Bray, 2010). Faculty reward
systems play an important role and influence faculty in multiple ways. For example, the reward
system within an institution can be tied to faculty retention, engagement, increased institutional
effectiveness, and scholarship (O’Meara, 2005).
Fairweather (1993) and Park (2012) found that faculty at research universities, medical
colleges, and engineering received the highest salaries, with faculty at doctoral granting
institutions, second and those at colleges, and liberal arts colleges, third and fourth respectively.
His research also indicated time spent teaching is negatively related to pay in general, except at
liberal arts colleges.
The collegiate culture at US higher education institutions was modeled after the German
system. This system originally focused on discipline and work of faculty members and therefore
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had less emphasis on the education of students (Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008). Bergquist and
Pawlak (2008) further described the collegiate culture today as placing emphasis on research and
scholarship, which has in turn made it difficult to incorporate teaching and research. Specifically,
these focuses make it difficult for faculty to align with important institutional commitments to
student success, which is fundamental to accreditation.
Accreditation as it relates to faculty. Accreditation is important and viewed as the gold
standard for institutions (Jackson et al, 2010). Faculty roles are commonly outlined as teaching,
service, and research, as mentioned previously (Boyer, 1990; Del Favaro & Bray 2010;
Fairweather, 1993; O’Meara, 2005, 2011; Park, 2012). However, accreditation responsibilities do
not fit into any of the categories of teaching, service, and research. Gilbert (2010) stated the
national percentage of faculty who serve on accrediting teams was less than 8%, and 92% of the
accrediting teams are comprised of budget personnel. Even though faculty participation on the
accreditation teams are essential, they are not typically asked to play a role in the accreditation
process at the institution level (Easton, 2010; Gilbert, 2010). The accreditation process provides
an opportunity for faculty to review program data and program design and advocate for
meaningful practices (Gilbert, 2010).
Faculty should be motivated to become involved in the accreditation process because it
provides an opportunity for them to be involved in the institutional self-improvement activities
(Alstete, 2004). According to Alstete (2004), when entering the field of higher education, most
faculty do not expect to be involved in planning, organizing, supervising, directing, reporting,
and other activities to facilitate accreditation as part of their job function. This disconnect creates
a conflict between faculty role expectations and accreditation needs and processes.
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Research discussed faculty as part of the internal influences on curriculum (Dressel,1971;
Lattuca & Stark, 2009; The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1977). They
discussed that faculty have a variety of roles including serving on the college, university, and
program committees dedicated to curriculum development and approval. These curriculum
responsibilities relate to the accreditation process because regional and program specific
accreditation evaluates the program curriculum (Rhodes, 2012).
Summary
The research indicated that faculty members have several roles that are not recognized
and rewarded in some of the current annual review processes. At the same time, faculty are an
important factor in the success of an institution. However, some institutions have not developed
reward systems to reflect the importance of faculty roles in the accreditation process. The faculty
annual review process does not encompass all the time spent on various tasks. While traditional
faculty assignments include teaching, research, and service, annual review often does not take
into account their additional roles and responsibilities, including curricular and accreditation
responsibilities (Fairweather, 1993; Park, 2012). Faculty roles and rewards are connected to a
faculty member’s willingness to go above and beyond. The research revealed that faculty’s
loyalty and commitment to an organization is also related to the reward structure of an
institution.
Curriculum
This section reviews the literature related to the curriculum development process,
especially internal and external influences impacting curriculum. The research describes best
practices of curriculum design and how they impact students, faculty members, and the
institution. Curriculum is particularly pertinent to the proposed study because accrediting
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agencies are beginning to require proof of student learning outcomes (Rhodes, 2012), and good
curriculum design will assist in creating positive student learning outcomes.
Curriculum development process. Lattuca and Stark (2009) defined curriculum as an
academic plan. In comparison, Dressel (1976) referred to curriculum as a field or course of study
which is comprised of required and optional courses. Defining curriculum as an academic plan
removes the ambiguity in the word curriculum and creates the sense of intentional steps that
result in the enhanced academic experience of students. Furthermore, this definition creates
opportunities to ask questions specifically about who is creating the curriculum and involved in
the process (Lattuca & Stark, 2009). According to Lattuca and Stark (2009) the academic plan
or curriculum should involve, at minimum, most of the following decisions listed below:

Table 4 Contents of academic plan or curriculum Note: Table developed from (Lattuca & Stark,
2009, p. 15)
Knowledge, skills, and attitudes to be learned.
1. Purposes
2. Content
3. Sequence

4. Learners
5. Instructional Process
6. Instructional Resources
7. Evaluation

8. Adjustment

Subject matter selected to convey specific
knowledge, skills, and attitudes.
An arrangement of subject matter and
experiences intended to lead specific outcomes
for learners.
How will the plan address a specific group of
students?
The instructional activities by which learning
is achieved.
The materials and setting to be used in the
instructional process.
The strategies used to determine whether
decisions about the elements of the academic
plan are optimal.
Enhancements to the plan based on experience
and evaluation.

The curriculum development process is impacted as by what Lattuca and Stark (2009)
referred to as internal and external influences. For example, Dressel (1971) stated there are
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environmental factors that affect all educational programs and the curriculum must take that into
account. For example, courses offered infrequently and/or course perquisites. Therefore, external
and internal influences need to be considered when developing curriculum or when curricular
changes are occurring.
As a result of many of these influences, faculty should reexamine and clarify the objectives
and mission of the institution whenever possible (Dressel, 1971; Lattuca & Stark, 2009).
Clarifying the mission of the institution can assist when the institution demands a change in the
curriculum. Dressel (1971) described the evaluation of curriculum as focusing on the course, the
practice, and the curriculum as effectuating agents.
Curriculum evaluation refers to the review of course sequencing, students, purpose of
classes, and/or alignment of the institution’s missions and goals (Lattuca & Stark, 2009). This
evaluation requires faculty buy because continual evaluation is necessary, as well as faculty
understanding the impact of curriculum (Dressel, 1971). This type of evaluation of the
curriculum often occurs as a result of external influences, including but not limited to accrediting
bodies (Lattuca & Stark, 2009).
External influences. Curriculum evolves and changes; one of the impacts on these changes
are external influences. External influences create demands of the faculty and curriculum that
must be met.
External factors is our all encompassing term for factors such as market influences, social
trends, government policies and actions, and disciplinary associations that exist outside of the
colleges and universities. (Lattuca & Stark, 2009, p. 13)
The research indicated there are many of external influences which higher education
institutions must address with their curriculum. This section focuses on those which are relevant
to this research proposal. Some of the applicable external influences include budget, government,
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and accrediting agencies. Some of the external influences include opportunities for graduates,
intellectual and academic influences, inputs, regulation, and procedural influences (Lattuca &
Stark, 2009;The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1977).
The budget, or as Lattuca and Stark (2009) referred to it as, economic trends, play a
major part in the decision making process and continues to impact the college curriculum.
Economic trends include economic market influences such as an economic depression or
recession and how such market changes affect the amount of funding for a public institution. Due
to the fluctuating amount of funding available for public institutions, the number of temporary
faculty members involved in program curriculum is in constant flux. Elman (2003) discussed
contingent faculty as having an impact on the quality of instruction and the need to be included
in the curriculum development process. When funding changes and adjustments are made, the
external pressure for institutions to improve the quality of teaching continues (Dill, 2009).
Hence, external influences play a role in the continued success or lack of success of the
curriculum.
The budget and the government have influenced the curriculum by granting special
funding to various programs or colleges (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, 1977). Therefore, programs supported through additional government funding and
programs that have additional state regulations will have to design the curriculum based on any
changes and demands. Due to any special funding received by a program or college, the state
government and accrediting bodies impact curriculum (Lattuca & Stark, 2009). Government
involvement and funding impacting the curriculum reflects a historical change; in the past,
colleges and universities worked independently, especially in regards to curriculum (Lattuca &
Stark, 2009; The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1977).
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In addition, some accrediting bodies require demonstration of student learning.
Accreditors demand the faculty specifically to demonstrate this impact on student learning
(Rhodes, 2012). For this purpose, the curriculum must be constructed in a way that it will have a
lasting impact on the students. Fink (2003) described such lasting impact as “significant learning
experiences” in the classroom. Creating significant learning experiences while also meeting the
demands of the accrediting bodies is a challenge that faculty are having to address in the
curriculum.
Internal influences.
Although many external factors influence the undergraduate curriculum, it continues to
be shaped in its specifics mostly by internal forces. The general concerns of outsides
must be taken into consideration, but the basic responsibility for deciding what particular
subjects will be taught, what instructional format will be used, how long the instruction in
a subject will take, and whether it will be offered at an introductory or advanced level
belongs to the faculty members, students, and others on the campuses who have
professional interests in the intellectual and personal development of undergraduates.
(The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1977, p. 64)
Lattuca and Stark (2009) distinguished between unit level internal influences and
institutional influences. This research will focus on two unit level influences: faculty and student
characteristics. These two entities each play major roles at institutions engaging in accreditation
and have a great influence on the curriculum.
University systems are often judged based on the lack of efficiency and the poor
management practices (Birnbaum, 1998). When trying to evaluation higher education
institutions, governance is the major difference between them and other organizational structures
(Birnbaum, 1998). According to Birnbaum (1998), governance refers to structures and processes
through which institutional participants interact with and influence each other, communicate with
and influence each other, as well as communicate with the larger environment. Birnbaum (1988)
described governance in the institution in earlier times as a non-issue. However, according to
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Birnbaum (1988), as institutions became more complex and power was delegated elsewhere, the
faculty became more professionalized and involved in curriculum decisions. As a result of years
of having the curriculum responsibilities and other decisions, faculty tend to think of themselves
as being the university (Birnbaum, 1988). Based on these insights which Birnbaum (1998)
provided concerning the university systems and the way in which faculty function, it is no
surprise that faculty remain active participants in curriculum decisions.
Dressel (1971), Fink (2003), and Lattuca and Stark (2009) described curriculum as an
autonomous process headed by faculty members. Birnbaum (1988) stated that this autonomy
occurred as a result of the higher education governance system. According to Lattuca and Stark
(2009) they confirmed the autonomous perspective of faculty. According to their study, twothirds of faculty reported being highly autonomous and informal in regards to curriculum
planning. The autonomy of faculty curriculum planning depends on the institution and
sometimes even changes within an institution (Lattuca & Stark, 2009). The Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching (1977) provided a complementary perspective when it noted
that it is the faculty’s responsibility to serve as the subject experts while also meeting the
research and teaching needs of the department.
Unlike faculty curricular autonomy, which has been largely consistent, student
characteristics are ever shifting, and as the student population changes, that dynamic has to be
taken into account so the curriculum can be relevant and impactful. The sequencing of
coursework and student characteristics are two of the internal influences on the curriculum cited
in the literature (Lattuca & Stark, 2009; The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, 1977). Lattuca and Stark (2009) discussed the impact of student’s choice of courses
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and the ability to provide feedback concerning the courses, both of which have shaped
curriculum design.
Dressel (1971) and Lattuca and Stark (2009) asserted that student choice has influenced
the way in which the curriculum is delivered. Considering students as an internal influence,
faculty can take into account student curriculum choices and ensure that each choice will have a
positive influence on the overall curriculum the student will receive.
Summary
Higher Education’s curriculum debate has been an ongoing issue. As discussed in this
chapter, there are external and internal influences that affect the curriculum. In addition,
curriculum connects closely with the accreditation process due to the ever-increasing demands to
demonstrate student learning and requiring learning outcomes for students (Rhodes, 2012;
Simmons, 1988). Curricular influences can occur simultaneously and are constantly evolving.
Regularly reviewing the curriculum better ensures it will address new demands (Lattuca & Stark,
2009; The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1977).
Chapter summary
Higher education accreditation is a complex concept and process, which has to be
understood from multiple levels and perspectives. To understand the entire process of
accreditation, faculty and administrators need to be informed about the purpose and goals of the
accrediting agencies. For example, accreditation can serve as a conduit for program
improvement, aligning university goals with new standards, and even as a recruitment tool. The
need for maintaining quality control of higher education will not be eliminated, so universities
must create mechanisms to address changing needs and requirements.
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Researchers have stated accrediting bodies began more than 100 years ago and are relied
upon as the gatekeepers for higher education (Brittingham, 2008; Danhoo & Lee, 2008; Eaton,
2003). Therefore, accrediting agencies are the “quality control” for higher education and
distinguish between quality institutions versus degree mills. Based on the research, faculty roles
and rewards, accreditation, and curriculum are interrelated and each has an influence on the
success and mission of the institution. However, little research has been done examining the
connections among these areas.
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CHAPTER THREE METHODS
Introduction
Research methods are a critical area for successful research. This chapter outlines the
research methods and rationale for the methods utilized. The purpose of the study is to examine
faculty perceptions of accreditation. Specifically, this research will focus on the value of
accreditation, faculty roles and rewards, and the impact on curriculum. The researcher used
qualitative methods to explore these issues because qualitative research allows for the
participants to express their perspectives on the topic while providing valuable information. This
study will provide insight to administrators, faculty, and stakeholders at higher education
institutions with regard to the accreditation process.
In order to address the concerns raised above, this study is guided by the following research
questions (RQ).


(RQ1): What are faculty perspectives regarding the value of accreditation?



(RQ2): What are faculty perspectives regarding the value of accreditation to curriculum
planning?



(RQ3): What are faculty perspectives regarding their role, benefits, costs, and potential
rewards for participation in the accreditation process?

Rationale for qualitative design
This research study used qualitative methods to address the research questions. Creswell
(2009) described the purpose of qualitative methods as “means for exploring and understanding
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the meaning of individual groups” (Creswell, 2009, p.4). One of the reasons for selecting
qualitative research for this study is that it is a considered an ideal method for “understanding
something, gaining insight on what is going on and why is this happening” (Maxwell, 1996,
p.16). This premise is confirmed by Merriam (2009) who cited the purpose for qualitative
research as “understanding the meaning people have constructed, that is, how people make sense
of their world and the experiences they have in the world.”(p. 13). Maxwell (1996) emphasized
that qualitative research is a process and implies looking for understanding while focusing on a
smaller group. Finally, Johnson and Christensen (2010) described qualitative research as
exploratory, allowing the researcher to construct knowledge theories and hypotheses based on
the data collection.
Maxwell (1996) described five reasons for selecting qualitative methods:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

understanding the meaning;
understanding the particular context;
identifying unexpected phenomena and influences;
understanding the process by which events and actions take place; and
developing causal explanations.

These reasons support the choice of qualitative methods as the ideal method for addressing the
proposed research questions, which focus on institutional accreditation and its impact on faculty
through faculty’s perceived value of the process. As Merriam (2009) emphasized that qualitative
methods will allow the researcher to “understand the meaning people have constructed.” Using
qualitative research methods allowed the researcher to explore the perspectives of faculty within
one college at the University of South Florida with regard to accreditation, faculty roles and
responsibilities, and curriculum. For this qualitative study, semistandardized interviewing and
document analysis was utilized to answer the research questions.
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Interviews
Patton (2002) suggested that interviews are used to discover information that we cannot
directly observe. The researcher used interviews to gather data from faculty that is not
observable. The goal of the interviews was to gain information about the accreditation process,
faculty roles and rewards, and the impact of accreditation on curriculum from faculty.
Interviewing is a qualitative method used to learn about the lived experience of others
and allows the researcher to gather information that is not observable (Berg & Lune, 2012;
Patton, 2002; Seidman, 2006) Interviewing faculty allowed the researcher to explore the three
research questions from the faculty perspective. The researcher is utilized interviews as a way to
further explore the issues raised in the research.
Semistandardized interviews. For the purposes of this research, the researcher used a
semistandardized interview format. Berg and Lune (2012) defined the semistandardized
interview as a balance between standardized interviews and unstandardized interviews. The
semistandardized interviews provided structure while at the same time providing flexibility.
Patton (2002) descriptively referred to this type of interview as the “standardized open-ended
interview” (p.344). He defined standardized open-ended interview as consisting of asking each
of the participants the same set of questions using the exact same words.
Semistandardized interviews allowed the researcher to have standardized questions to
ensure that all participants were asked the same information. However, the semistandardized
interview also offers the researcher the freedom to continue to probe if there is something of
interest that is mentioned. Allowing the participants to explore the topic further from their own
perspective can be beneficial to both parties involved (Berg, & Lune, 2012). The standardized
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open-ended interview format is often used when the researcher wants to limit the variation of
questions (Patton, 2002).
Patton (2002) listed the four major reasons for the use of standardized open-ended
interviews; the two that are relevant to this study are the third and fourth:
1. The exact instrument used in the evaluation is available for inspection by those
who will use the findings in the study.
2.Variation among the interviewers can be minimized where a number of different
interviewers must be used.
3. The interview is highly focused so that interviewee time is used efficiently.
4. Analysis is facilitated by making responses easy to find and compare. (p.346)
Conducting interviews for the purposes of this research provided valuable insight into the
research topic from the perspective of faculty participants.
Strengths and limitations of interview method. Research has shown that interviewing
as data gathering has strengths and limitations. Patton (2002) suggested that interviewing allows
the interviewer to understand experiences and perspectives of the participants. Merriam (2009)
stated interviewing is best used when there is no observable data. While interviews are a great
way to gather data that is not observable, there are also limitations in the method.
Patton (2002) and Merriam (2009) discussed the limitations of interviews as potentially
distorted responses, which may be caused by politics, lack of awareness, personal bias, etc. It is
understood that the focus of this research is to gain information from the faculty perspective
because this strategy affords a partial picture of accreditation needs and issues. The
administration will not be involved in the data collection process, which limits the findings to the
perceptions focus of only one set of stakeholders.
Another limitation of semi-standardized interviews is lack of standardization. For
instance, more information may be gathered in one interview than another interview (Patton,
2002). This situation would have the potential for skewing the data based on one participant’s
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responses. In order to minimize this limitation, the initial questions were identical, but the
probing questions that followed were the same. Individual experience and depth of explanation is
a strength of this data collection method.
Yet another limitation of this interview method is recall error. Recall error from the
interviewee and the interviewer is a possibility based on one’s personal interest (Patton, 2002).
However, the literature recognizes that interviews are not generalizable (Patton, 2002).
Therefore. such individual focus and interest is not a major concern. Nonetheless, while this
study is not generalizable, it could be duplicated; the results may vary (Patton, 2002).
Interviews were an effective method “when investigators are interested in understanding
the perceptions of participants and learning how participants come to attach certain meaning to
phenomena or events, interviewing provide a useful means of access” (Berg & Lune, 2012, p.
115). The semistandardized interview protocol was determined based on the research and
provided the opportunity to explore the topic further with the interviewee (Berg & Lune, 2012).
The interviews were conducted with 11 faculty members who met the criteria for this study. The
interviewer’s goal was to reach saturation and gain the most insight from the interview
participants.
For this study, the researcher has personal knowledge of the participants and the
academic college. This may influence the way in which the interview data is interpreted. On the
other hand, the personal connection with the participants is considered a strength in the study.
The existing relationship with the participants decreased the difficulty of finding participants and
placed the interviewees at ease for sharing their views.
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Documents
Following the interviews, the researcher collected documents from the interview
participants. Hodder (2000) referred to documents as material culture, providing valuable insight
and information that is not observable. Merriam (2009) described documents as all
encompassing, a term referring to a range of available content, while being relevant to the study.
The documents were used to provide a rich context to the study and evaluate information
provided by the interview participants (Patton, 2002).
The researcher asked interview participants to provide documents prepared in
relationship to accreditation. These documents included two types. The first was public
documents, which are any official record of activities. This type of document can include
association materials or program documents (Merriam, 2009). These documents were gathered
from the organization’s and institution’s websites, including organizational documents in relation
to accreditation, biographical information about the participants, etc. The second type of
document collection included what is referred to as personal documents. Personal documents
typically are any first person narrative; this document type can include but not limited to letters,
calendars, or travel logs (Merriam, 2009). In this study the type of personal documentation the
researcher sought included documents prepared for accreditation process, schedules of meetings,
list of meetings, meeting minutes, organizational documents, etc. The documents that are not
available to the public provided insight into the lived experience of participants, and the
importance of dialog with participants was crucial (Hodder, 2000). All of the documents were
analyzed using qualitative methods and based on the themes from the interviews.
Strengths and limitations of document collection. Utilizing documents for the purpose
of research has strengths and limitations. Document analysis can provide context that
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interviewing and observations alone will not provide (Hodder, 2000; Merriam, 2009). Some of
the documents may include information such as private exchanges and clarify the goals and/or
decisions of the organization (Patton, 2002). Hodder (2000) described material culture as
invaluable for qualitative researchers who are exploring conflicting voices and differing
interpretations. Documents are stable and easily accessible, which allows the researcher access to
the best data (Merriam, 2009). Merriam (2009) and Patton (2002) suggested documents are
advantageous based on the fact the interviewers intrude on the setting and may cause changes in
behavior or culture. The documents provided the researcher background and insight into the
organizational culture as it relates to the study.
As with any method, there are limitations as well as benefits. Hodder (2000) outlined a
few of the limitations of document analysis or, as he referred to it, material culture. In particular,
Hodder (2000) argued that text can be manipulated, altered, and disregarded. Merriam (2009)
specified that documents are subjective and in particular the author of the document participates
in “purposeful or non-purposeful deception” (Merriam, 2009, p. 154). Documents are also open
to multiple interpretations and the researcher considers what is relevant for the research (Hodder,
2000; Merriam, 2009; Patton, 2002). The documents the researcher collected were not designed
for research purposes, and therefore, they may or may not be in a format that is understandable
(Merriam, 2009).
However, the advantages including document review in this particular research study far
outweigh the possible disadvantages. The researcher is expecting the documents to provide rich
information and insight that may not be available with interviews alone. The researcher will have
access to a number of documents including organizational documents and information provided
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during the most recent accreditation visit. This will allow the researcher gather data without
relying upon the information shared in the interview alone.
Setting and participants
This section provides criteria for the interview, number of participants, and research site
related to this qualitative study.
Participants. The researcher recruited tenured faculty members at the associate or full
professor level from the University of South Florida in one academic college. The researcher’s
goal was to recruit 10 to 15 participants or until saturation of findings is achieved. The researcher
interviewed 11 participants. All of the participants met the selection criteria for this study.
For this particular research project, the researcher selected the University of South
Florida and one academic college. For this study eight of the participants worked with Council
for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP). The academic college was selected
because it has multiple accrediting bodies. For example, in this college they have several specific
program accrediting bodies, SACS, and an accrediting body for the entire college. The research
project required a heterogeneous sample of faculty so that it is representative of the faculty in the
academic college. The faculty all were employed for at least five years in the higher education
field and had experience with the accreditation process. The researcher sought participants of
both genders, to be representative of the distribution of the college. The final criteria included
faculty members have either participated in the undergraduate or graduate council for the
college, served as a program coordinator, and/or have been involved in the curriculum
development process. Having experience in any of these roles would typically require the faculty
member to have made decisions concerning curriculum or have some insight about the
curriculum development process.
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Participant selection. Purposive sampling was used for this research study. Purposive
sampling involves a selection criterion to ensure the participants will provide substantial
information relevant to the research study (Merriam, 2009;Patton, 2002). Specifically, the
researcher selected faculty members in the college who were able to provide the most insight and
have the ideal experience to benefit the research study.
For the selection of participants for the interviews, the researcher used purposive
convenient sample of faculty representative of a variety of accreditation experience, discipline,
diversity, and rank. Convenience sampling is defined as “a sample selected based on time,
money, location, availability of site respondents, and so on” (Merriam, 2009, p. 79). For
qualitative research, there is not a specific number for the number to sample; however, the goal is
redundancy or to reach saturation (Merriam, 2009;Patton, 2002). The proposed sample size is 1015 interview participants for this study. The total number of participants for the study was 11.
Exclusion of participants. The researcher excluded non-tenured faculty members as
participants because this study requires experience with the accreditation process and curriculum.
The researcher is expected the faculty members to have extensive knowledge with the
accreditation and curriculum development process, whereas assistant professors may not have
the necessary amount of experience at the university level.
Merriam (2009) stated the development of the criteria for participant selection is directly
related to the purpose of the study. Therefore, the criteria of tenured faculty member having
experienced the accreditation process, five years in higher education, and service in some
capacity related to curriculum development are all directly related to the research questions. Part
of the criteria includes experience working with curriculum development, graduate council,
and/or program coordinator. Involvement in curriculum and accreditation informed the faculty
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member’s evaluation of the accreditation process and the impact it has on their role in the college
and academia at large.
Setting
This study occurred at the University of South Florida, a large southeastern, research
intensive, 4-year public university within the United States of America, in one academic college.
There are a total of 47,943 students enrolled (University of South Florida Fact Book, 2014). The
student population consists of roughly 27,347 females and 20,586 males (University of South
Florida Fact Book, 2014). The university awards bachelors, masters, doctoral, and doctor of
medicine degrees with approximately 241 degrees offered (University of South Florida Fact
Book, 2014). There are 6,155 total instructional staff and faculty and a total of 1,768 full time
faculty (University of South Florida Fact Book, 2014).
The most current data available for the academic college within which the research was
focused included: there are approximately 26 full professors, 11 associate professors, and 15
assistant professors (College of Education Annual Report, 2013). There are 34 female faculty
members and 18 male faculty members (College of Education Annual Report, 2013). This
college awards bachelors, masters, and doctoral degrees through about 70 programs at the
various levels (College of Education Annual Report, 2013).
Email to participants. Communication with participants was via email Appendix B is an
example of the email that was sent requesting interview participants. Appendix D includes an
example of the email communication once the interviews are completed and analysis of the
information is the next step in the process. Appendix E is an example of the thank you email and
conclusion of the research. The email communications will be submitted for IRB review prior to
distribution.
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Procedures
This section outlines the procedures of the research implementation including the data
collection procedures and the process for the interviews and document collection. The timeline
for the data collection and analysis are also included.
Data collection procedures and methods. In this study, the two methods for data
collection were interviews and document analysis. The researcher utilized the criteria specified
above for participant selection. The criteria for interview participants included tenured faculty
members, at least five years in higher education, and some involvement in curriculum planning,
graduate council, and/or undergraduate council. These criteria for selection of participants
guided the researcher when using convenient sampling to identify willing and qualified
participants.
Before officially beginning the interviews, the researcher practiced the interview
questions with participants that will not be in the study. This served as interview development
and ensure the questions are clear and require a detailed response (Patton, 2002). The researcher
looked for two to three faculty members that were willing to serve in this process. They received
the interview questions in advance to review the wording and provided feedback.
The interviews were conducted at the participants’ offices and based on their availability.
The ideal setting was an office as it provided privacy, minimum amount of noise, and fewer
interruptions. However, if they were not available to interview in-person, interviews via phone or
Skype was an option. Interviews require active listening, recording the interview, and an
interviewee and interviewer (Seidman, 2006). Hence, the researcher conducted the interviews
face-to-face for a minimum of 30-45 minutes each. With the number of tasks the interviewer will
have to accomplish, a quiet setting with the fewest number of interruptions was important.
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Following the interviews, the researcher asked the participants for any accreditation
documents. The researcher anticipated accreditation documents to include meeting minutes,
calendars and matrices. However, interview participants provided primarily syllabi and matrices.
Therefore the initial plan proposed for the document analysis changed. Once the interviews were
completed and transcribed, the researcher analyzed the collected documents based on the themes
and frequencies that emerged from the interviews.
Table 5 provides a timeline for each of data gathering steps involved. Charting each step
accurately in the data gathering process supports comprehensive and smooth planning and
implementation.
Table 5 Data gathering timeline
Method

Timeline

Receive IRB approval and consent form approved
(Appendix A)
Using criteria select 10-15 interview participants

May 2015

Review interview questions and practice with
colleagues before interview
Begin public document gathering

May 2015

Send consent forms (Appendix A)

June 2015

Begin faculty interviews (Appendix C)

June 2015

Gather documents from interview participants

June 2015

Send interview files for transcription

June 2015

Receive interview transcriptions

July 2015

Send email to indicate conclusion of research and
thank you (Appendix E)
Analysis of interview and document data

August 2015

May 2015

May 2015
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August 2015

Interview protocol
The design of the interview questions is crucial to avoid collecting erroneous information
(Maxwell, 1996). The researcher developed an interview guide to ensure the information that is
collected is within the scope of the study (Patton, 2002). Patton (2002) explained that some of
the advantages of the interview guide include maximizing the limited amount of time, making
the interview more systematic and comprehensive, and focusing the interview while allowing for
some flexibility. In the development of the interview questions, an outline which reveals the
literature sources used is included in Table 6. In Appendix F, the researcher included the data
collection plan for the documents obtained during the interviews and through publicly available
sources.
Table 6 Rationale for interview protocol development

Value of accreditation to curriculum
planning (Research Question 1)

Themes

Source

Curriculum Involvement

Cohen (1998); Dressel (1971,1976);
Lattuca & Stark (2009);
Birnbaum (1988); Dressel (1971); Fink
(2003); Lattuca & Stark (2009)
Elman (2003); Fink (2003); Lattuca &
Stark (2009)

Internal and External Factors
Curriculum Development and Review

Faculty Roles and Rewards (Research
Question 2)

Faculty Role

Connecting Faculty and Accreditation
Rewards
Tenure and Promotion

Value of Accreditation (Research
Question 3)

Role of Accrediting Bodies

Purpose of Accreditation
Implications of Accreditation
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AAUP (1996); Boyer (1990); Benedict &
Benedict (2014); Del Favaro & Bray
(2010); Dressel (1971); Fairweather
(1993); O’Meara (2005, 2011); Park
(2012)
Alstete (2004); Gilbert (2010)
Mills & Hyle (1999); O’Meara (2005,
2011); Park (2012)
Fairweather (1993); Mills & Hyle (1999);
O’Meara (2005, 2011); Park (2012)
Danahoo & Lee (2008); Eaton (2003);
Jackson et al (2010); Monaghan et al.
(2009)
Brittignham (2008); Hedrick, et al (2010);
Rhodes (2012)
Alsete (2004); Rhodes ( 2012); SACS
Principles of Accreditation (2012)

Interview instruments. Appendix C, Interview Question Sample/Protocol, includes
the questions, which will be used in the semi-standardized interview. This protocol
includes multiple sections related to the research questions. The interview questions were
organized into two parts; part one covers demographic and background information; while
part two includes accreditation-related questions involving thoughts on accreditation,
curriculum, and faculty roles and rewards.
Data analysis procedures
In order to test for consistency of data, Patton (2002) recommended triangulation for
qualitative data analysis. There are four types of triangulation: investigator triangulation (the use
of different researchers or evaluators), data triangulation (a number of data sources involved in
one study), theory triangulation (multiple perspectives to interpret one set of data), and
methodological triangulation (multiple methods to investigate one) (Patton, 2002). For this
research study, the researcher used methodological triangulation by investigating the research
questions associated with one problem with multiple data gathering methods.
To complete the triangulation process, the research utilized interview participants as a
data source (Patton, 2002). The researcher had interview participants review the interview
findings for accuracy. This strategy provided validity of the findings and the interpretation of the
data completed by the researcher (Patton, 2002).
Each interview was recorded by the interviewer and then sent to Landmark Associates a
transcription company for qualitative research. Once the transcriptions were complete, the
researcher coded the interviews for themes. More specifically, the researcher used axial and open
coding methods (Merriam, 2009). After looking for codes throughout the interviews, the
researcher searched for themes throughout the documents. Creswell (2009) and Merriam (2009)
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suggested the number of categories that emerge depends on the research. However, they both
stated that the fewer categories, the greater ease in communicating the study findings. The
researcher searched for similar themes throughout the documents and the interviews while
keeping in mind the total number of categories and possible overlap in the codes.
Through content analysis, the researcher looked for patterns in the data (Patton, 2002).
The researcher paid close attention to the frequency with which a term or theme emerged in the
documents and the interviews. After coding the interviews, the researcher used the same codes to
analyze the documents, while maintaining a separate list for any new codes discovered.
Once this process was completed, the researcher had the interview participants verify the
interpretation of the data. The transcription of the interview along with the cross themes
developed by the researcher were sent to each participant to verify the accuracy of the
transcription and interpretation of data. Creswell (2009) suggested that this form of member
checking improving accuracy, fairness of the interpretations and themes.
The researcher sent each of the participants the transcription of the interview along with a
date to respond. The email stated if there was no response then it was assumed the transcription
was acceptable. Of the 11 participants the researcher received a total of seven responses. Five of
the interviewees responded with track changes in the document to edit grammar. The changes
were not content specific. Courtney provided a summary statement; while the statement was
helpful the researcher will not include the entire statement. However, here is a snippet of the
content,
Now NCATE is not the accrediting agency anymore but CAEP is. There is a new
“eduspeak” that must be learned in order to comply with what “they” want us to
do. There are new forms that must be learned, and in some cases, brand new formatting
requirements. It’s like changing from Blackboard to Canvas in order to improve the
program or one’s teaching. “They” are perceived as “top-down enforcers” who wield
tremendous power because they can take away our accreditation. But what does
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accreditation really do for us when people with any degree who can pass a test can enter
teaching with a three-year temporary contract?
I hope this provides a clearer view of why I have resentment for the process as it has
developed, and why I will retire before I ever engage in this process again.

The remaining statement was concise and clearly provided clarification of Courtney’s
perspective of accreditation. The remaining four participants never responded and therefore the
researcher proceeded with the theme analysis.
Alignment of research questions and interview instruments
Table 7 includes the research questions and aligns the interview questions and document
analysis. In this way, one can see at a glance that all the research questions are included in the
research design. Additionally, the assignment of specific interview questions to each research
questions is revealed succinctly.
The document collection alignment shifted because the types of documents the researcher
expected to collect were not collected. The documents collected included organizational
documents, matrices, and some of the participant vitas. Table 7 was updated to reflect this
change.
Table 7 Alignment of research questions and methods
Research question

Interview Questions

RQ2 What are faculty perspectives regarding
the value of accreditation to curriculum
planning?

4. Curriculum planning
a. What has been your involvement with curriculum planning? If so, could you
please describe that experience?
b. What has been your involvement with program development? If so, could you
please describe that experience?
c. What has been your involvement with new course development? If so, could you
please describe that experience?
d. How are you involved in curriculum planning now?
5.In what ways do you see that accreditation has been connected to your curriculum
development and planning? Can you explain and provide an example of this?
6. What is your perspective of the relationship to curriculum development and
accreditation?
a. If you do not think there is any relationship, why or why not?

54

Table 7 (Continued)
Research question

Interview Questions

RQ3 What are faculty perspectives regarding
their role, benefits, costs, and potential
rewards for participation in the accreditation
process?

7. Faculty roles and rewards
a. From your perspective, what recommendations would you make to improve
alignment of faculty roles and rewards with their participation in and
contribution to the accreditation process?
b. If you participate in accreditation, does it cost you anything in your faculty
roles?
c. If you participate in accreditation, related to your faculty roles, what
benefits do you believe you gain?
d. From your perspective, how do faculty roles and rewards represent
participation in and contribution to the accreditation process?
e. In what way do you believe accreditation impacts you as a faculty
member?
8.What do you recognize as the value of accreditation for the institution? College
and program?
9.From your perspective, what is the potential value of accreditation for faculty?
10. From your perspective, what is the current value of accreditation for faculty?
a. If you do value it why?
b. If you do not value it, why not?
c. What could be adjusted to increase its value for faculty?
Demographic Questions

Research Questions

Interview questions

RQ1 What are faculty perspectives regarding
the value of accreditation?

1. Years, rank, and accreditation
a. How many years have you been a faculty member?
b. What faculty rank are you?
c. With which accrediting bodies have you been involved?
d. With which accrediting bodies is your discipline/program associated?

RQ2 What are faculty perspectives regarding
the value of accreditation to curriculum
planning?
RQ3 What are faculty perspectives regarding
their role, benefits, costs, and potential
rewards for participation in the accreditation
process?

4. Curriculum planning
a. What has been your involvement in curriculum planning?
2. Institutions
a. Which educational institutions have you served as a full time or part time
faculty member?
b. How many years as each?
Document collection alignment

Research Questions

Documents collected

RQ1 What are faculty perspectives regarding
the value of accreditation?

4. Organizational documents
7. Documents provided to accreditation teams

RQ2 What are faculty perspectives regarding
the value of accreditation to curriculum
planning?
RQ3 What are faculty perspectives regarding
their role, benefits, costs, and potential
rewards for participation in the accreditation
process?

3. Documents for accreditation
6. Reports prepared for accreditation
9. Faculty participant bios
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Researcher’s bias
Patton (2002) stated that any personal and professional information that may affect the
data collection, interpretation, and/or findings should be reported. For the past 10 years, the
researcher has been employed full time in an administrative role at the University of South
Florida the same university which she conducted research. Therefore, researcher bias was present
because she has preexisting ideas and experiences closely related to the research topic and
setting. This orientation impacted the way in which the data was interpreted from an
administrative lens of accreditation. The researcher largely views the accreditation process as a
necessary and mostly positive experience; she already realizes some college faculty may not
have the same view.
During the interview process, the researcher knew most of the interviewees, which
impacted the way in which information was communicated. These relationships may also
influence the researcher’s ability to remain neutral. While familiarity with the participants was
beneficial, it may have influenced interpretation of the data. To mitigate and document these
dynamics, she kept a researcher’s journal. As discussed by Janesick (2010), this strategy
provided an appropriate means to document insights not only about the process, but also about
past, and current perspectives of accreditation and the setting.
Reflexivity
The researcher engaged in self-reflection throughout the research process. As noted
above the researcher maintained a researcher’s journal. The journal allowed me to document any
biases and reflect upon the process as it was occurring (Janesick, 2010) and contributed to the
development of a researcher reflective self-biography.
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Researcher reflective self-biography. I earned my bachelor’s and master’s degree in
communications. As a communications student I became fascinated with learning about the
various forms of communication and studying the way in which gender impacts one’s particular
communication style. At the time I was unsure how I would utilize the skills I learned in my
studies. During my time as a student I began volunteering as a tour guide through the
undergraduate admissions office. It was through my volunteerism I discovered the field of higher
education.
I quickly fell in love with higher education and I was able to use some of the skills I
learned in my degree programs. I began working in the admissions office at the front desk. I was
responsible for welcoming prospective students and their parents to the university. I was
promoted to the visitation coordinator position, which involved more responsibility and event
planning. After roughly two years in the admissions office I moved to an academic department.
Serving as an academic program specialist is where I thrived and found my passion. I
enjoyed the administrative work involved in the operation of an academic program. I discovered
I was able to influence a program and learned the value of faculty. I developed an administrative
philosophy that is student centered while considering programmatic needs. I continue to operate
from that standpoint.
During my time at the university I have been exposed to various policies and procedures.
Accreditation always seemed to spark a variety of reactions from faculty members and
administrators. The topic would illicit positive and negative responses. I was drawn to the topic
and curious about the impact of accreditation on faculty and programs.
Working within a multi-program academic department, I gained extensive experience
with the accreditation process and some of the demands on faculty time. I value accreditation and
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the original purpose of quality control of higher education institutions. Through my 10 years of
work in higher education I have developed a deep appreciation for the accreditation process.
However, I am also aware of some of the challenges.
My career in higher education has provided me with leadership opportunities while
expanding my knowledge and understanding of the field. I have a passion for higher education
and intend to continue to pursue any available leadership opportunities within the field.
Limitations
The research design developed for this study used two data gathering methods to pursue
the research goals. Each method has its inherent limitations, which have been documented in the
sections related to interviews and the document analysis.
Qualitative research necessarily has limitations due to the deeper inquiry of participants’
perspectives (Patton, 2002). Other limitations of this study included the selection of participants
from only one campus, faculty only perspectives of accreditation roles, and the limited number
of participants. For these reasons, and others, qualitative research lacks generalizability;
however, it does offer the possibility of transportability to similar contexts (Berg & Lune, 201;
Johnson & Christensen, 2010). It is anticipated that this research may guide future efforts to
explore faculty perspectives of accreditation more in depth and in more contexts, rather than
provide specific points of action for administrators across contexts.
Significance
As stated in Chapter One, the researcher anticipates that this study will provide insight
into administrators’ and faculty perspectives of the accreditation process. The study examined
the connections between faculty roles and rewards, curriculum, and the overall accreditation
process. Understanding faculty perceptions as they related to curriculum and accreditation
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provided insight about the current processes in place at institutions. For instance, this study shed
light on curriculum design, as it relates to accreditation, faculty roles and rewards, and allowed
for a dialog about connecting the two previously separate processes. Individuals within their
institutions should be able to use the data from this research to evaluate their accreditation
processes as it relates to faculty and administrators.
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CHAPTER FOUR RESULTS
This chapter contains the analysis of the data received through the interviews and
accreditation documents. Data were analyzed in relation to each of the research questions.
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to determine accreditation perceptions of tenured faculty in
a College of Education by utilizing interviews and document analysis. A total of 11 faculty
members who met the specified criteria were interviewed. Nine of the eleven interviews were
conducted face-to-face; two of the interviews were conducted on the phone. The researcher
collected accreditation documents from the academic college’s website along with documents
from interviewees. Some of the accreditation documents obtained on the website included
matrices, annual accreditation reports, and policies.
Demographics. This section describes the participants in the study. Table 8 summarizes
the demographic information of the participants. The gender breakdown of the interviewees was
55% male and 45% female. . The average number of years as a faculty member of the
interviewees was 26.6 years while the range of experience in faculty roles spanned 10.5 years to
40 years. Full professor was the ranking of 73% of the participants and 27% were associate
professors. The majority of the participants (91%) had experience with the National Council for
Teacher Education (NCATE) while 81% had experience with the Southern Associations of
Colleges and Schools (SACS).
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Table 8 Summary of participants’ demographic information
Participants

Total

Professors

8

Associate professors

3

Females

5

Males

6

Number of years as faculty

10.5-40 years

Results
The researcher completed a theme analysis based on the research questions. This section
includes the frequencies and themes extrapolated from the interviews and accreditation
documents collected.
The researcher requested the participants’ curriculum vitas and accreditation documents
following each interview. However, not each participant sent the vitas or documents. The
researcher requested participant vitas following each interview. If the participants did not submit
the vitas a reminder email was sent. The accreditation documents and interviews were analyzed
as they related to the research questions.
Research question one- faculty perceptions of accreditation
Research question one (RQ1): What are faculty perspectives regarding the value of
accreditation? The participants were asked questions related to accreditation involvement, such
as writing a self-study, participating in an accreditation visit, and preparing for an accreditation
visit. This section covers the themes and frequencies related to the research question and
interview questions. The themes and frequencies are organized under headings capturing the
essence of the interview questions.
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Accreditation visit to campus. The participants shared their experiences of interacting
with an accreditation team visiting the campus. Of the 11 participants, one of the interviewees
did not have experience in this area; therefore, 10 total responses are provided.
Table 9 Accreditation visit to campus
Themes
Accreditation
Related to visit to campus

Frequency

Providing data
Showcasing work
Learning Experience
Laborious & bothersome
Reflection of work
Teamwork amongst faculty
Available for questions

5
4
3
2
2
2
2

The theme that emerged most often among participants in relation to the accreditation
visit to campus was providing data, which encompasses the provision of data to the accreditation
visit teams or the accreditation office in the college. These data consisted of student work
samples or syllabi for the particular program. Renee was asked to describe the accreditation visit
to campus. Renee replied, “Yeah. I mean it was you pull together all the data. Make sure it
readily available for the site visitors as needed.” Multiple participants shared the same thought
about providing data to the accreditation teams.
The theme with the second highest frequency as it related to accreditation teams visiting
the campus was showcasing work. Showcasing work refers to student produced work connected
to the academic program that is displayed for accreditation visit teams. David compared the
process to “curating for a museum.” This includes ensuring the best pieces of work for the
program are displayed. Participants mentioned learning experience as it related to learning about
other academic program expectations within the college. Learning experience also referred to
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gaining knowledge of how other professionals in other departments within the college met the
same standards for the accrediting bodies.
Four themes with a frequency of two appeared in relation to this interview question. They
were laborious and bothersome, reflection of work, teamwork amongst faculty, and available for
questions. Laborious and bothersome were the descriptors used to define the accreditation visit
teams. Cheryl responded,
I mean, revised all the syllabus to include all the competencies. All of that nonsense,
I mean, it’s just really bothersome.
The last two themes are teamwork amongst faculty and available for questions from the
accreditation team. Teamwork amongst faculty emerged as a theme amongst two of the
participants as a positive result of the accreditation visit. The visit provided the opportunity for
faculty to work together to complete the accreditation task together. The final theme was being
available for questions in case the accreditation team needed specific questions answered, which
involved knowing the day and time the team would visit in case called upon for questions.
Writing a self-study. Participants were asked about their involvement in writing a selfstudy for an accreditation visit. Of the 11 participants, eight responded as having some
involvement in writing a self-study in preparation for an accreditation visit. Table 3 highlights
the themes that emerged from the interviews as they relate directly to the first research question.
Table 10 Self-study

Self-Study

Themes
Providing data
Time consuming
Specific/targeted info
Not meaningful
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Frequency
6
3
3
2

The theme with the highest frequency (n=6) was providing data. Some of the data the
participants referred to included but was not limited to program information such as number of
faculty, number of students, and/or responding to questions about the program. An additional
theme that emerged was time consuming. The large amount of time that was needed to complete
the self-study was mentioned by three of the 11 participants. Douglas replied,
Again, it was extremely time consuming, but back then the—really, they required a
strategic plan for the next seven years for the campus. That included enrollment
projections, marketing strategies, faculty development strategies, curriculum, plans,
et cetera. That was the self-study for that association. That’s really what they
wanted. Included in that was data, and the data was really quite simple. They really
just wanted to know number of pagers, number of students, number of faculty,
number of faculty with degrees, what kind of degrees, that kind of thing. We’ve had
limited amount of that although we did provide some data.
The self-study process was viewed as helpful and necessary by some of the participants yet it
was a lengthy process.
Two additional themes from the writing the self-study questions were specific/targeted
information and not meaningful. Specific/targeted information was used to describe the writing
process for a self-study. John described it as, “…targeted writing, putting together ideas and
rationales.” Two of the participants shared a similar sentiment. When asked to describe the
experience, Dwight used descriptors “not meaningful” and “something to be suffered through.”
Of the participants that had direct experience with writing a self-study the process was providing
detailed information about programs and curriculum.
Planning for an accreditation visit. Participants were asked about their experience
planning for an accreditation visit on campus. All of the participants responded having some type
of experience in planning for an accreditation visit. Three themes emerged from the responses:
producing data, accreditation documents, and leading/coordination.

64

Table 11 Planning for accreditation visit

Planning for visit

Themes
Producing data
Accreditation documents
Leading/Coordination

Frequency
7
6
3

Seven of 11 participants mentioned producing data in preparation for the accreditation
visit team. The types of data varied but typically were program information, student work
samples, and/or folios. Clara responded,
For both, in the planning for the NCATE visit, the last time we did that I was involved
in providing materials about the program. We had to create folios and things. I was
involved in helping to provide the materials, review the materials, make sure that
we had everything that we needed.
Accreditation documents was the second highest frequency. Six of 11 participants discussed
accreditation documents or paperwork when talking about planning for an accreditation visit.
Courtney stated, “…it’s paperwork, it’s paperwork, it’s paperwork. “ Preparation for the
visit was described by participants as providing proof of the work occurring within their
program.
Producing data and accreditation documents were closely related, but the researcher
thought it was important to separate the themes. Recognizing participants’ referenced documents
as artifacts to represent the program such as syllabi and student work to the accrediting agencies.
Producing data was referenced as a quantitative representation of the program, such as number of
students. It should be noted this was not explicitly stated by the participants but rather interpreted
by the researcher based on the data.
Leading or coordination was the final theme that emerged. Three of the participants
mentioned a need for leading or coordination in preparation for the visit. Douglas described it as
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“organizing people.” It refers to the coordination of people and leadership needed to ensure that
all involved are aware of what is occurring when the accreditation team visits.
Currently involved in accreditation. Participants were asked about their current
involvement in the accreditation process. There were a total of eight responses to the question as
three participants noted they were not currently involved in accreditation. The two themes that
emerged were program coordinator and data (particularly to the dean’s office).
Table 12 Involvement in accreditation

Currently involved

Theme
Program Coordinator
Data (particularly to dean's
office)

Frequency
5
4

Five participants are serving in the program coordinator role for their particular program.
Douglas described the role of program coordinator as,
I’m the Program Coordinator for XX Education, and so I’m involved with different
kinds of levels, so NCATE they require program information at the course and actual
assignment level, which is a totally new phenomenon in education. I am responsible
for making sure we have that data, so that the people above me in the Dean’s office
can prepare that data for the accreditation visits.
The second theme was data. Often mentioned along with data was the information supplied
to the dean’s office. Four of the eight participants referenced data. This particular aspect is
a result of the setup of this college of education. Under this academic college the
accreditation office reports to the dean’s office.
Documents
As discussed in Chapter 3 the researcher asked for participants to provide any
accreditation documents that would be relevant to this study. The researcher collected documents
from the university and college websites. Documents from the college were retrieved from
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http://www.usf.edu/education/about-us/accreditation.aspx and the University of South Florida
website for institutional effectiveness http://www.usf.edu/provost/offices/sacs.aspx-. Table
13 is a summary of the type of documents collected from the websites and provided by
interviewees.
Table 13 Summary of documents
Document Type

Total

Matrices

5

Cross walks

4

Syllabi

7

Rubrics

4

Chalk and Wire information

2

Assessment plans

4

Vitas

7

Reports

5

Document analysis related to research question one. In addition to the interviews,
the researcher utilized document analysis to answer the research questions. Following the
interviews, the participants were asked to send any accreditation documents to the researcher.
Other accreditation documents included in the analysis were public documents obtained from the
academic college’s website.
The accreditation documents the researcher collected confirmed the information shared
during the interviews. Providing data was a theme that was discussed multiple times in reference
to research question one. Syllabi from courses are collected during the accreditation process. One
67

of the participants provided an example of a syllabus from a course, and it included details
connected to the accreditation standards:
1.

Identify and analyze text structures of children’s literature (e.g. narrative, information,
fables, folktales, poetry, drama, media, etc.)
 (CF 2: CS 2.1, 2,2, 6.1: IRA 2.2, 2.3: FRC, 1A3, 1A6)

2.

Identify and analyze literary elements across genres of children’s literature (e.g.
narrative, information, fables, folktales, poetry, drama, media, etc.)
 (CF 2: CS 2.1, 2.2: FRC 1A6)

3.

Identify and describe the elements of design that contribute to the art of the picture
book.
 (CF 2: CS 2.1, 2.2, 6.1: IRA 2.3: FRC 1A6)

4.

Analyze how visual and multimedia elements contribute to the meaning, tone, or beauty
of a text (e.g., graphic novel, multimedia presentation of fiction, folktale, myth, poem).
 (CF 2: CS 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, 6.1: IRA 2.3: FRC 1A4, 1A6)

5.

Identify and evaluate language use and vocabulary in children’s literature.
 (CF 2: CS 2.2IRA 2.2: FRC 2F4) (Cheryl, 2012)

A few of the participants sent the researcher numerous accreditation documents with details
about the program requirements and information they were expected to provide.
Additional themes related to the accreditation process (being laborious, time consuming,
and documents) were all corroborated by the documentation provided by the participants. The
following statement was included from the SACS assessment plans, “The Director of
Assessment is currently working with faculty members to continue to measure and monitor the
reliability of our assessments” (Courtney document). The required accreditation documents were
detailed and contained all of the expectations outlined for each course connected to the
accreditation process.
The accreditation documents provided along with the materials obtained from the
academic college’s website were detailed. Based on the interviewees, some of the information
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was provided from the accreditation office within the university’s college of education.
However, some of the information was required from faculty members in the specific programs.
Research question two- relationship of accreditation to curriculum planning
Accreditation related to curriculum planning. Research question two (RQ2): What are
faculty perspectives regarding the value of accreditation to curriculum planning? Participants
were asked to describe their experience with curriculum planning.
Table 14 Curriculum planning, program development, & new course development

Curriculum Planning

Program Development

New Course
development

Theme
Program Evaluation
Positive experience
Intellectual work

Frequency
7
5
2

Program/Course revision
Laborious/Time

4
2

Programmatic need
Preparing teachers
(certification requirements)

5
3

Program evaluation was the theme with the highest frequency as seven of the 11
participants responses related to program evaluation.
I think that it was productive. It provided us an opportunity to evaluate our programs and
ensure currency, and evidence-based practices. (Kim)
Five of 11 participants described curriculum planning as a positive experience. They used
descriptors such as “positive experience” or “productive.” Two of the participants described
curriculum planning as an “intellectual activity.” All of the participants had experience with
curriculum planning at various academic levels.
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Table 14 outlines the themes associated with the program development. Ten of 11
participants had experience with program development. Of the ten responses, the researcher
found two themes: program or course revision and laborious or time. In their description of
program development, the participants referenced program or course revision. Dwight outlined
the experience,
I would just say it seems like every year we’ve done something to one of our three
degree programs in terms of ongoing revision.
The researcher included program or course revision because participants noted that either they
were revising the entire program or a particular course as needed.
The final theme that emerged was laborious and time; two of the participants referenced
this theme. Peter specifically referenced, “it is a lot of paperwork,” and Cheryl stated “laborious
paperwork.” The amount of time it takes to complete program development was referred to in
terms of paperwork and curriculum.
In addition to curriculum planning and program development, participants were asked
about their experience with new course development. Nine of 11 participants had experience
with new course development. As displayed in Table 14, two themes that emerged:
programmatic need and preparing teachers (certification requirements). Participants mentioned
programmatic need when referring to the community or partnerships, academic colleges, or
program. Peter stated, “changing needs that our teachers have.” The need to change or
update a course in response to outside demands was the theme that emerged most
frequently amongst the participants.
Since this research was completed in an academic college that is responsible for
professional development therefore; one of the themes in reference to new course
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development was preparing teachers, which, refers to preparing teachers for certification
requirements that are determined through the state. Clara replied,
Some in response to changing certification requirements where we had to have a
course for something because the certification requirements changed. Teacher
certification requirements changed.
Participants referenced that the demands changed in response to the state teacher
certification. Therefore, an adjustment was needed to ensure the success of students.
Involved in curriculum now. Participants were asked about their current involvement
with curriculum planning. Eight of 11 participants responded to this question. Of the eight
responses, the theme with the highest frequency was curriculum review.
Table 15 Involved in curriculum now

Involved now

Themes
Curriculum review
Program coordinator

Frequency
5
4

Cheryl described the current level of involvement as, “It’s always kind of an ongoing
look at the curriculum.” Dwight discussed the curriculum review as it related to reviewing
the program to meet the needs of students and partnerships.
We’re taking some of even we’re developing three new courses for it but even the
courses we have on the books. We’re doing some substantial tweaks in order to meet the
needs of these students and these partnerships. (Dwight)
Based on the interviewees curriculum review happens as the need emerges, some of the
participants were currently involve in reviewing their curriculum.
The final theme the researcher found were the participants serving as program
coordinator. John responded, “Well, as program coordinator I’m involved for the program.“
Four of the eight participants were serving as either program coordinator for the entire program
or for the undergraduate or graduate level degrees.
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Curriculum connected to accreditation. The interview questions related to research
question two focused on the connection between accreditation and curriculum as well as
curriculum development. Two separate questions were asked of the participants. The first section
of Table 16 are the themes that emerged from the first question and the second part is connected
to curriculum development.
Table 16 Connection to curriculum

Connection of Accreditation
& Curriculum

Relationship b/t Curriculum
Development &
Accreditation

Theme
Driving force for
curriculum
Not strongly connected

Accreditation & Curriculum
Connected
No connection

Frequency
5
4

8
3

It should be noted the participant responses were split about the connection between the
curriculum and accreditation. Half of the participants responded positively, citing accreditation
as a “driving force” of curriculum while the other participants did not believe there was a strong
connection between curriculum and accreditation. Clara’s response was similar to the other
participants who perceived accreditation as the “driving force” for curriculum.
Then, there’s also all the state standards and everything like that but of course are part of
our curriculum planning and how we develop our curriculum. How that links to
accreditation, I guess, because you have the DOE accreditation that actually used to occur
at the same time as NCATE and they changed that. Those standards help inform the
curriculum because they all have to be aligned.

Four of 11 participants believed there was not a strong connection between curriculum and
accreditation. Cheryl’s response was similar to others who did not see a strong connection.
Yeah, I mean if I use the accreditation to guide my curriculum, I think that’s the cart
before the horse. I think we do what we do and in our field we know what we know. We
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know how to teach, we know how kids learn to write—read and write. We start there,
and then we just tie it to the standards.
The varied response to the interview question represents some of the discourse discussed in the
research about the accrediting bodies involvement in curriculum.
The majority of participants responded positively regarding a connection between
curriculum development and accreditation. However, a few of the participants’ responses were
the extreme opposite stating there is no connection between curriculum development and
accreditation. Eight of the participants agreed there is a strong connection between curriculum
development and accreditation. Peter replied,
Curriculum development and planning, I think, it's all tied together. I think that the
whole idea that when we develop curriculum, it needs to be tied to accreditation
because accreditation provides us with—when something is accredited, people
understand that it's gone through a very rigorous process. It's important to meet
accreditation standards. Any time we do curriculum planning, it has to tie in very
closely and carefully with what our accreditation agency's looking for.

As an example of one of the participants of the opposite belief, David claimed,
I think that curriculum development comes out of a deep knowledge of a field by the
professionals of the field.
Dwight described the connection between curriculum development and accreditation as “a weak
one.”
Document analysis accreditation related to curriculum. The information provided by
participants and public documents confirmed the curriculum review is necessary for the
accreditation process. One of the examples provided by Cheryl was a syllabus submitted to the
college curriculum committee. Each of the standards connected to various accrediting agencies
was required. The following statement was obtained from the syllabus,
List major goals and related objective (student learning outcomes) that will be taught and
assessed in the course. They should reflect the knowledge, skills, and/or dispositions
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students will have learned at the conclusion of the course. After each objective, in
parentheses, list the standards that are addressed. Include Florida Educator Accomplished
Practices (FEAP), Conceptual Framework (CF), Professional Standards (depends on
professional association), Competencies and Skills Required for Teacher Certification in
Florida (CS), English Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL), and Florida Reading
Endorsement Competencies (FRC). (example: FEAP 5, 9; CF 2, 5, 6; NASPE 4; CS 7;
ESOL 1; FRC 1.A.1). (Cheryl, 2012)

The syllabus is just one example of the curriculum development process and requirements.
Extensive paperwork is required at the college level for new course approvals and course
changes.
Accreditation serving as the driving force for curriculum changes was one of the themes
discussed by participants. Courtney provided an example of the standards required for that
program.

Practice #1 – ASSESSMENT:
The preprofessional teacher collects and uses data gathered from a variety of
sources. These sources will include both traditional and alternate assessment
strategies. Furthermore, the teacher can identify and match the student’s
instructional plan with their cognitive, social, linguistic, cultural, emotional, and
physical needs.
1.1

Analyzes individuals’ learning needs and practices techniques which
accommodate differences, including linguistic and cultural differences.

1.2

Draws from a repertoire of techniques to accommodate differences in
students’ behavior.

1.3

Identifies potentially disruptive behavior.

1.4

Identifies students’ cognitive, social, linguistic, cultural, emotional, and
physical needs in order to design individual and group instruction.
(Courtney, 2010)
The accreditation standards require information to be included in the program; therefore, if the
accreditation standard changes, then it requires changes to the program or course.
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It should be noted that due to the type of college, there are multiple accrediting bodies
requiring various information from each program. Therefore, the faculty may have to meet
different accreditation standards within one course or multiple courses. The researcher
attempted to receive multiple documents from participants and retrieve public documents
prepared for multiple accrediting bodies.
Research question three- faculty roles
Research question three (RQ3): What are faculty perspectives regarding their role,
benefits, costs, and potential rewards for participation in the accreditation process? Interviewees
were asked about the impact of accreditation, benefits, and costs related to their faculty roles.
Accreditation impact. The interviewees were asked the impact of accreditation on
faculty roles. The first theme was sacrificing time. Participants described time away from
personal research or time associated with completing accreditation tasks.
Table 17 Accreditation impact on faculty
Theme
Accreditation impacts
faculty

Frequency

Sacrificing time
Reflect on teaching

5
4

Dwight replied, “It sucks up my time without as much reward” and estimated it cost “80
hours of faculty time.” Peter discussed the impact of time based on the amount of work, “It
impacts me that it's a lot of work. “ The researcher found that five of 11 participants mentioned
sacrificing time as a direct impact of accreditation.
The second theme was the ability to reflect on their teaching or curriculum of the
program. Accreditation served as a reason for them to review their teaching methods. Kim
responded,
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Holds me accountable to deliver a course or courses that in peer review, and that meet the
standards both for my institution but also for national, our national peers.

John responded similarly,
I mean I do think it brings to the forefront of consciousness so to speak a bigger
picture of what it is that you’re doing.
Accreditation was viewed as a positive impact on the faculty member and curriculum.
Cost and benefit of accreditation. The interviewees were asked the cost and benefit
of accreditation. Table 18 represents the themes and frequency of each theme. As it pertains to
the cost of accreditation, the theme with the highest frequency was amount of time.
Table 18 Cost & benefit of accreditation
Theme
Cost of Accreditation
Amount of time
Redistribution of other
responsibilities
Service credit

Benefits of Accreditation

Recognition or
advertising
Reflecting on program

Frequency
11
4
3

5
4

Each participant referenced the time accreditation costs a faculty member. Douglas stated,
It costs time. Faculty only give so much time to their college, and if you’re gonna have
me spend now 20 or 30 percent of my time on accreditation, its documentation, then
that’s 30 percent less time I’m gonna spend on my scholarship or improving my courses
or interacting with students.
This was the only interview question in which all participants agreed and, as noted in Table 18,
had the highest frequency.
The second theme could have been connected to time as well, but the researcher believed
it was important to separate the categories. The redistribution of duties was discussed by three of
the participants. Clara replied,
76

That mental energy, then, is not being used for your research or something that has been
traditionally attached to rewards. It’s like if you’re spending your—if you’re having to
write reports and then you’re not writing articles then you’re not getting rewarded.

Clara’s response was similar to the other interviewees who highlighted the distribution of time
and the adjustment needed to complete accreditation tasks.
The final theme was service credit; this was a reference to the faculty assignment of
duties. In this college of education, the faculty time is divided between teaching, research, and
service. Cheryl described the cost as, “It’s high service. It’s high—very time consuming and
you get no credit for it at all.” Three of the participants referenced the accreditation work
as high service credit on annual reviews.
Interviewees were asked about the benefits of accreditation. The researcher discovered
two themes related to this question. The first theme was recognition, meaning the university,
and/or the program, was recognized as having earned accreditation. Renee noted,
I think the benefits are to the students and to the institution. Therefore that would
benefit the faculty members as part as those. I don’t know how I would feel if I went
and enrolled in a place that was accredited and while I was--all the sudden they lost
their accreditation.
The participants noted the importance of accreditation to the faculty and programs. One
participant mentioned the resources available by having an accredited program.
The second benefit of accreditation to faculty members was reflecting on program.
Dwight responded,
I think sometimes that taking a step back, looking to see where you have some holes.
Some things you need to revisit and plug back in. I think sometimes you can gather
some information that you didn’t have before and you could see some patterns that
then help us with some of the strategic planning. The most helpful things are the
ones that then lead to some reflection and strategic planning.
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Accreditation was referred to as requiring the review of the courses and what was being taught.
Peter responded,
I think a better understanding of what's going on in my program, rather than just
being in isolation, and in this whole little bubble that I teach this course, and that's
all I have to be responsible for. When I'm involved in accreditation, I kinda get a
better sense of the big picture.
Four of 11 participants’ responses aligned closely with the reflection of the program theme.
Roles and rewards. Participants were asked how accreditation is represented in the roles
and reward system. The first section of Table 19 represents the themes and the frequencies
associated with the question.
Table 19 Roles and rewards
Theme
Roles and Rewards
Represent Participation

Improvements

Frequency

No reward
High service

5
3

More alignment to T & P
Release time & Stipend

5
5

The two prominent themes were no reward and high service. In the current system, the
participants stated no reward is in place for working on accreditation. Cheryl replied, “No.
They’re not even aligned in any way.” Kim noted, “…I don't see a significant reward.” Five of
11 participants believed there was no reward.
The second theme was high service; this theme was referenced by three of the
participants. High service is in reference to the annual review process within the college.
Typically, the three categories for the annual review are: instruction, research, and service.
Service is often referred to as service to the college, program, department, or discipline.
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Accreditation fits into the service category. Dwight discussed the annual review categories in
terms of accreditation.
I mean if you really think about it, think about our annual review. Typically, we have
three areas in which we have annual review. The areas in which you’re more likely to
focus your review on, and this is an institutional norm, are research and teaching that it
service. This would be one part of service. I think it is not as—given the time. It is not
seen institutionally in terms of those reviews proportionally.
The researcher realizes this was not a high frequency theme yet thought it important to note how
accreditation was “rewarded” in this college.
The interviewees were asked about recommendations to improve the alignment of faculty
roles and rewards. As noted in Table 19, the researcher found two themes in the participants’
responses, which are more alignment with tenure and promotion and release time and stipend.
Five of 11 participants referenced the tenure and promotion process and the lack of
alignment with the amount of work associated with accreditation. Dwight stated, “I think one is
recognizing that with annual reviews and tenure and promotion decisions…” Dwight expounded
upon the tenure and promotion suggestion,
You will be judged not so harshly for publication because we know this is how you
distribute your time and it’s meaningful. The institution thinks that it is important and
meaningful. Then that should be reflected both verbal recognition as well as annual
review metrics.
One recommendation was for the administration to give more thought into how accreditation
work is represented during the annual review process.
The second theme that emerged was the suggestion for release time and/or stipend for the
faculty who work on the accreditation tasks. John replied,
You try to give some sort of financial reward for faculty that work on or serve the
summer for exam board, or try to give extra travel money to people who are doing it, or
give them a somewhat lighter teaching load for a semester so they can focus on that,
those sort of things.
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It should be noted two participants referenced a small financial reward was given to faculty
members who worked on accreditation tasks.
Value. Interviewees were asked about the value of accreditation to the university,
college, and program. Table 20 highlights the themes and frequencies associated with each
question.
Table 20 Value to university, college, & program

Value to college & university

Value to program

Theme
Recognition/ Advertising
Quality and/or standards
Quality of Program
Recognition

Frequency
10
6
6
5

The common theme for the value to the university, college, and program was recognition
or advertising. It was mentioned a number of times the incident in which a notable state
university briefly lost its accreditation. David stated, “I think that XXX didn’t get it one year and
it was a real black mark against them.” Participants referenced the incident as an example of how
much negative publicity losing accreditation can generate. Kim responded to the value to the
university,
Well, I think having an accredited program is key. If we didn't have it, that would not be
a good signal to those on the outside.
For the value to the college, participants highlighted the need for accreditation due to the type of
academic college. John replied,
I think there’s a value for the people who work here. I think there’s a value for students,
both intrinsic because I think they get a better education because of it, but also extrinsic
that they can go out in the world. While I said that a lot of people don’t understand
what’s at stake, there are people who do. I think that can make a difference.
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The ability to list on the website the university, college, and/or program as accredited was a
central point participants stated was necessary. David mentioned, “I think it's an embarrassment
if you're not accredited. “
The second theme that was common amongst the value questions was standards or
quality of program. Clara responded, “It’s a mark of distinction and a standard.” The ability
to maintain accreditation was referenced as important for the college and program because
of the students. Peter discussed,
I think likewise that if we did not have an accredited—well number one, if we didn’t have
an accredited program, our students wouldn't be able to be certified teachers. It's
extremely important for us to meet program approval standards, as well as accreditation
standards, if we're going to be able to have a program 'cuz ours is tied to diplomas.
The accreditation process itself holds the university, college, and/or program to standards due to
the process to obtain and maintain accreditation. Cheryl mentioned, “There’s some level of
peer review to it which gives, what is it called—credence to the value.” Accreditation
requires the review of the program; participants referenced the review of the program and
syllabus.
Value to faculty. Interviewees were asked about the potential value of accreditation to
the faculty members. The researcher found program evaluation was the theme that emerged.
Table 21 Value to faculty

Potential value to faculty
Current value

Themes
Program Evaluation
Benefit to programs
None
Complicated & Required

Frequency
7
5
4
3

Kim replied,
If it were done, and if—I think it could become a key component of professional
development for faculty. It would be integral to your development as a faculty member
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because you would be constantly in a learning mode, not just about the courses that you
teach, but how your courses fit in with the curriculum as a whole, and therefore be—help
to define the student that was in a graduate course.
The importance for the program to be recognized and to maintain a level of quality within the
program was the value for faculty and the students.
In contrast to the potential value of the program, the participants were asked about the
current value of accreditation. The theme with the highest frequency was benefit to program.
John stated,
I think that it helps faculty because it gives their program more credibility to the world,
and perhaps even if professors aren’t always conscious of it, it helps bring a little bit
more order to the academic program.
Kim replied,
If it were done, and if—I think it could become a key component of professional
development for faculty. It would be integral to your development as a faculty member
because you would be constantly in a learning mode, not just about the courses that you
teach, but how your courses fit in with the curriculum as a whole, and therefore be—help
to define the student that was in a graduate course.

A benefit to the program was the ability to review the program and ensure the overall quality for
the faculty and students.
Four participants believed there was no current value to accreditation. Douglas
responded,
No, I just don’t. No, I don’t—I’ve never seen a benefit to it all. Maybe this would be a
good way to think about it. I think faculty who care about their scholarship in teaching
will create excellent curriculum in courses regardless of whether they’re accredited or
not.
The interviewees who stated there was no benefit to the faculty echoed the statement above.
Participants referenced the way in which accreditation was being addressed in this college was
viewed negatively for the four participants.
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The final theme was complicated and required; three interviewees discussed the
complexity and challenges with the accreditation process within the college. Cheryl described
the current accreditation process as “…a lot of hoop-jumping.” The accreditation process was
referred to as something that is mandated. Douglas stated, “ It’s simply something they must do.”
The three participants discussed the complexity of the accreditation process though required for
the faculty members to participate.
Adjustments. Interviewees were asked what could be adjusted to increase the value of
accreditation for faculty. The three themes that emerged were valuable, program accreditation,
and stipend. They described valuable as making the data and the way the information collected
more valuable to the faculty members.
Table 22 Adjustments

Adjustments

Themes
Valuable
Program accreditation
Stipend

Frequency
4
4
2

Renee replied, “The data, more useful data.” Participants questioned why the data
had to be represented in a rubric or scored on a particular one to five scale. Kim stated, “it
could be way more transparent, open process throughout, not just at the period leading up to the
review.” The accreditation process and the way in which the data are handled was an adjustment
that could be made to increase the value for faculty.
Program accreditation was mentioned by four of 11 participants. The individualized
program accreditation was referred to as a way to increase the faculty buy-in. Individualized
program accreditation meaning through professional organizations available instead of a
blanketed accreditation. Dwight mentioned, “I think it needs to be more meaningful and
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customized to the particular program. It needs to align different accreditations.” It should be
noted that some of the programs do maintain specific programmatic accreditation. However, they
are still a part of the college accreditation process as well.
Document analysis related to faculty roles. The researcher requested accreditation
documents from participants. One of the accreditation documents the researcher suggested were
calendars to attempt to calculate the time spent on accreditation activities. The participants did
not send documents that provided this type of information. Therefore, of the accreditation
documents the researcher received, any that focused on the requirements of faculty were
included in this analysis.
One of the accreditation documents was retrieved from the university’s public website.
The document included a statement explaining the expectation of faculty members: “An
outcomes assessment plan is completed by faculty members for each program, at each degree
level, each academic year” (Outcomes Assessment Plan/Report for Academic Programs, n.d.).
Time was one of the themes discussed frequently during the interview. One of the documents
referred to as the ‘Closing the loop’ report is required each year. Below is the statement at the
beginning of the document.
Each year, data are gathered from multiple sources to broaden our insight with respect to
the perceptions and observations of our faculty, students, graduates, alumni, and various
stakeholders. These data are both disaggregated and reported at the program and degree
level and aggregated at the unit level for comparative purposes. This year, we ask that
you review the data provided for both the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 academic years and
send documentation of your review to Dr. XX. (Closing the loop report 2010, 2010)

These two accreditation documents stated the expectation of faculty is to complete required
paperwork. Each of the required accreditation paperwork will require some time commitment
based on the type information requested.
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Accreditation requires a level of detail and information the accreditation office would not
be able to provide without faculty members in the program. During the accreditation review
period, various matrices and assessment plans are required.
Cross themes
Through the analysis process there were overall themes that emerged amongst all of the
participant responses. The themes are connected to the research questions and provide a
summary of faculty perspectives of accreditation across participants.
Futility. Futility is the theme that describes the accreditation process from the faculty
perspective. There was a sense amongst participants that the time spent on accreditation tasks
was not being valued. Often the participants used words such as micromanaging and/or a lack of
trust in faculty. Interviewees described curriculum development as faculty responsibility
however from the faculty perspective accrediting agencies have begun to shift their focus to
managing curriculum. John discussed curriculum as it relates to accreditation “It does have some
restrictions on what you do in some of your courses because they become assessments, or
activities, or content, and so forth that you’re obliged in some way or another to address.” David
also described it as “busy work.” Douglas and Cheryl both described the accreditation process as
“tedious and annoying.” The accreditation process was perceived as potentially useful if it was
completed in a more meaningful way.
Faculty buy-in can be a challenging task. Therefore according to the interviewees if the
faculty buy-in is not there then the burden of accreditation tasks becomes the responsibility of
only some of the program faculty. “Faculty buy-in is crucial to the process. I don’t think—and
that’s why I prefer to get faculty involved.” (David) Creating a process that is meaningful to the
programs and program faculty would increase faculty participation.
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The researcher selected the theme futility to describe accreditation because pointless,
annoying, and tedious were descriptors used in reference to the accreditation process. Douglas
stated, “Because I think again, it’s gotten too complicated.” The faculty expressed the frustration
with the current process in the college. Multiple participants believed program accreditation
would be more meaningful. “I think it needs to be more meaningful and customized to the
particular program. It needs to align to different accreditations.” (Courtney) The process is
valuable from the stand point of the ability to review programs, but the current process within the
academic college is lacking rewards and connection to individual programs.
Accreditation serving as the driving force for curriculum. Accreditation standards
often serve as the guidelines for what should be included in the curriculum. Faculty are often
asked to incorporate accreditation standards into their classes. “It has become a driving force in
curriculum development planning. It’s the drive force. I’d say the last 10,15 years the only
changes we’ve made to the curriculum have really been due to some kind of a mandate from
some accrediting agency.” (Douglas) Faculty are expected to have an understanding of the
standards, Cheryl likened knowledge of the accreditation standards to knowing the tax code for
an accountant. “It’s kinda like the tax code of where I work.” (Cheryl) Accreditation is not
the only influence on the curriculum, but it often requires faculty to review their programs
and make the necessary changes to meet any new standards.
Through the accreditation process programmatic review is necessary. Faculty cited
accreditation as being responsible for mandating that faculty review syllabi and overall
programs.
If it were done, and if-I think it could become a key component of professional
development for faculty. It would be more integral to your development as a faculty
member because you would be constantly in a learning mode, not just about the courses
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that you teach, but how your courses fit in with the curriculum as a whole, and therefore
be-help to define the student that was in a graduate course. (Kim)
Faculty may not make the time to carefully review their programs if it were not for the
accreditation requirements. Periodic program review was viewed as a way to maintain the quality
of the program. “I think it’s the ability to reflect in what we have done and sometimes we don’t
see what’s missing sometimes. I think that can be useful. “ (Dwight) Other participants echoed
similar sentiments. Kim shared “Provided an opportunity for us to critically reflect and examine
our curriculum.” Program review or reflection on the quality of the program was perceived as a
positive result of accreditation.
Cost of accreditation. The theme that was repeated throughout the interviews was time.
Time spent on accreditation was a reoccurring issue for faculty. Peter mentioned, “It doesn’t cost
me monetarily. It costs me on how to distribute my time.” One participant mentioned spending
an estimated total of “80 hours in faculty time.” (Dwight) To compensate for the significant
amount of time spent on accreditation faculty adjusted the time spent on other duties such as
teaching or research. Clara explained, “…if you are having to write reports and then you’re not
writing articles...” Throughout the interviews faculty referenced the amount of work needed to
pass accreditation. However, they also recognized the expense of losing accreditation.
Despite faculty expressing the large amount of time spent on accreditation, interviewees
discussed the lack of reward. “It sucks up my time without as much reward.” (Dwight) In this
academic college at the University of South Florida faculty perceived there is no reward for
working on accreditation tasks. Douglas discussed, “ I’m not sure that the—let me put it this
way. The university reward system rewards research and grant getting. That is a clear mandate
from the university. The efforts through that is direct conflict with spending time on
accreditation issue.” During the annual review process for faculty, accreditation can be added
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under the service category. Faculty are able to account for the time spent on accreditation with a
high service assignment.
Conclusion
A total of three research questions were addressed and answered as part of this study. The
data were analyzed based on the research questions to ensure that all research questions were
answered throughout the analysis process. The research was conducted utilizing interviews and
document analysis.
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CHAPTER FIVE CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
SUMMARY OF STUDY
Problem statement. The accreditation process represents the standard or quality of a
higher education system (Eaton 2003, 2010). Accrediting bodies review the programs offered at
the institution and determine if the program meets the standards to receive accreditation. A large
amount of discourse surrounds the accreditation process. This study focused on accreditation,
curriculum, and faculty roles and rewards.
Faculty members play a critical role in the accreditation process for their programs.
However, the time and work associated with the accreditation process is not always represented
in their assigned time. Despite the fact that faculty are expected to be heavily involved in the
accreditation process their rewards for the level of involvement are often lacking. The literature
references the reward for a faculty member’s participation as connected to tenure and promotion.
Purpose of the study. This study was designed to examine the accreditation process
particularly as it relates to the faculty perspectives of accreditation, faculty roles and rewards and
curriculum. . The study revealed a large amount of time is spent on accreditation that is not
rewarded from the faculty perspective. Based on the data, there are discrepancies between the
value of accreditation amongst the faculty members in this particular college.
Research questions. In order to address the concerns raised above, this study is guided
by the following research questions (RQ).


(RQ1): What are faculty perspectives regarding the value of accreditation?
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(RQ2): What are faculty perspectives regarding the value of accreditation to curriculum
planning?



(RQ3): What are faculty perspectives regarding their role, benefits, costs, and potential
rewards for participation in the accreditation process?
Method. The researcher used qualitative methods to answer the research questions. One-

on-one semistandardized interviews were completed with 11 faculty who met the selection
criteria. The inclusion criteria required that a participant be a tenured faculty member with a
minimum of five years as a faculty member in higher education, experience serving as program
coordinator, and experience serving on graduate council, and/or participating in curriculum
development. The researcher collected public accreditation documents from the college website
and requested accreditation documents from interview participants.
During the interviews, the participants were asked questions related to the research questions.
The interviews were transcribed using a transcription company. One of the challenges associated
with qualitative method is the large amount of data (Merriam, 2009). Due to the amount of data,
the researcher synthesized the participant responses to each interview question. After the
synthesis was complete, the researcher completed a theme and frequency analysis.
The accreditation documents were analyzed based on the themes and analysis that
emerged from the interview data for each research question. The researcher utilized the
accreditation documents to corroborate the information the interviewees provided. Initially, the
study was designed anticipating the types of documents that would be received and available
online. Some of the accreditation documents the researcher anticipated receiving were calendars,
meeting minutes, and matrices. However, the researcher did not receive any calendars or meeting
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minutes. Therefore, the analysis process was adapted based on the type of accreditation
documents received.
Conclusions
Research question one. The first research question was focused on faculty perceptions
of accreditation. “What are faculty perspectives regarding the value of accreditation?”
Appendix C contains the interview questions the researcher asked each participant. Part
two of the interview questions was about participant involvement with the accreditation process.
The questions focused on involvement with an accreditation association, having served as a
member of an accreditation visit team, participation in accreditation visit to campus, writing a
self-study, and planning for an accreditation visit. The questions were arranged to allow the
participants to provide details about their experiences with accreditation. The questions
associated with the value of accreditation were asked at the end of the interview after participants
expounded on their experience with accreditation as it related to curriculum planning and faculty
roles and rewards.
The theme with the highest frequency and emerging across multiple questions was
providing data. Providing data was referenced in terms of providing information to the various
accreditation bodies. Some of this included syllabi and student work samples as they related to
the accreditation standards. Faculty referenced the need to provide information to the accrediting
bodies. The information that was collected for the various accrediting bodies was provided
through the program faculty.
The research question references the value of accreditation. The interview questions
asked the participants the value of accreditation to the university, college, and program. The
theme that emerged across all of the questions was recognition/advertising. Specifically, the
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negative impact no accreditation would have on the university, college, and program was
discussed. The researcher noted the concern or worry expressed by participants if accreditation
was not achieved.
The interviewees and the literature cited the accrediting bodies as representing the quality
in higher education. Jackson et al, (2010) described accreditation as the “gold standard” of higher
education. It was clear, based on the interviews, that faculty felt similarly; accreditation
represented the quality of their programs and/or colleges. The participants also referenced the
accreditation as a way to maintain standards within the programs and colleges.
Participants were asked about potential and current value of accreditation to faculty. The
majority of interviewees thought accreditation could result in program evaluation, which referred
to the review of courses, syllabi, and overall quality of the program on a regular basis by faculty
members. For the interviewees, this was referred to as a potential value to the faculty members.
The current process was described as more laborious and tedious. The potential to review the
program and determine the quality of courses was discussed as the purpose and potential value of
the accreditation process.
The current value of accreditation seemed to divide the interviewees. Some of the
participants felt there was no current value to the accreditation process while the majority of the
participants stated there was benefit to the program. It should be noted the interviewees varied in
the number of years in higher education, ranging from 10.5 years- 40 years. The discrepancy was
discussed in a number of the interviews; in the last 10-15 years, there has been a shift in
accreditation practices. The researcher believes some of the negative response to the value of
accreditation is due to the recent changes. Some of the participants described the change in the
accreditation process as more micromanaging and infringing upon faculty freedoms.
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Research question two. “What are faculty perspectives regarding the value of
accreditation to curriculum planning?” Interviewees were asked about their experience with
program development and new course development. All of the participants stated their level of
experience with curriculum was significant. The participants’ understanding of curriculum was a
key part of the study. This was an area where the interviewees seemed to differ. Eight of 11
participants felt as if accreditation is the driving force of curriculum. Three of 11 participants felt
as if curriculum and accreditation are not strongly connected.
The majority of participants, eight of 11 participants, described the close connection
between curriculum development and accreditation. Interviewees mentioned accreditation as
often driving the change in the curriculum to meet certain standards. It should be noted that since
the study was conducted on faculty in a college of education, another driving force in the
curriculum changes was connected to the department of education. If changes are made to the
requirements for certification, the college is often forced to adjust to assist students in meeting
the requirements.
Research question three. “What are faculty perspectives regarding their role, benefits,
costs, and potential rewards for participation in the accreditation process?” From the faculty
perspective accreditation is valuable. None of the participants argued the value of accreditation.
Accreditation requires the faculty to review programs and curriculum on a routine basis. Review
of the curriculum is interpreted as a positive impact of accreditation. While the accreditation
process is appreciated by the faculty, the lack of reward and the cost of time impact the overall
faculty involvement and buy-in into the process.
This was an area the researcher noted the most consensus amongst the participants. The
participants mentioned the cost for participating in the accreditation tasks was time related to
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personal research and publication, time away from course planning, time away from teaching,
and/or time away from students. Time factors were discussed in the interview as related to the
cost of accreditation; the amount of time spent on accreditation was repeated when discussing
impact of accreditation on faculty. Program faculty members are heavily relied upon during the
accreditation process (Monaghan et al., 2009). The documents received from the participants
demonstrated the amount of work and level of detail required from the program faculty for the
accrediting bodies.
The need to redistribute other duties as a result of the accreditation process was
referenced by the participants. This was closely correlated to the roles and rewards discussion
during the interview. Participants mentioned the tenure and promotion process with accreditation
currently accounted for under service. However, when asked about the reward connected to
accreditation work, faculty stated there was no reward for this type of work. In recent years, a
reward was offered to faculty who assisted with the accreditation tasks. The reward was a small
stipend according to the interviewees. The stipend is not a regular expectation within this
college.
The benefit of accreditation for faculty was the ability to reflect on the program and
curriculum. Part of the accreditation process is the review of the curriculum. Interviewees
recognized the benefit of accreditation was the chance to collectively evaluate the curriculum
and make changes or update course content. Recognition was referred to as a benefit to the
program and the college. Having a program with accreditation would mean the program could be
advertised as having accreditation, therefore, making it more reputable.
One of the final interview questions asked the participants for suggestions about
improving the accreditation process. There were two suggested improvements to the
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accreditation process within this academic college. The first suggestion was more alignment with
the tenure and promotion process. As mentioned previously, service is where accreditation is
taken into account. However, if accreditation is valued, the suggestion was to align the
distribution of time and have it counted more towards tenure or promotion. The second
suggestion was a substantial reward for contributing to accreditation. Some of the examples of
rewards were stipend or release time. Release time would mean the faculty members would teach
one fewer course during one semester, which would mean an equal distribution of duties.
Discussion of findings
The guiding question for this qualitative study was “what are tenured education faculty
perceptions of accreditation?” The literature review in Chapter 2 provided a brief summary of the
history of accreditation, faculty roles and rewards, and curriculum. Chapter 2 explained some of
the research that has been done on the three areas connected to this study. The findings of this
study connect closely to the ideas and/or issues presented in the review of literature.
Faculty perspectives of accreditation. Brittingham (2008) and Eaton (2003;2011)
referred to accreditation as the quality of assurance and improvement in higher education. The
interviewees acknowledged the need and purpose of accreditation. During the interview
participants were asked about the impact and benefit of accreditation. The majority of
participants (n=8) discussed the overall benefit of accreditation was the ability to reflect on
teaching. Specifically participants remarked on accreditation being responsible for requiring a
periodic review of the curriculum. Danahoo and Lee (2008) stated accreditation provides
program stability. Particularly, Eaton (2003) attributed accreditation with sustaining the quality
of higher education. Accreditation visits provided the opportunity for faculty to complete
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program evaluation that may not regularly occur. The theme of program evaluation was cited as
a positive effect of accreditation (n=7).
Interviewees recognized the university and programmatic success connected with
maintaining accreditation. The majority of participants (n=10) discussed the correlation of
accreditation with recognition for the university and programs. Accreditation ensures the overall
success of the university in a variety of areas (Alstete, 2004). Advertising the quality of the
university and programs was viewed as a benefit to the faculty, college, and university.
Faculty roles and rewards. Boyer (1990) stated faculty rewards have been debated for
35 years. Faculty assignments typically fall into the three areas of teaching, service, and research
(Boyer, 1990; Del Favro & Bray, 2010; Fairweather, 1993; O’Meara, 2005; 2011; Park, 2012).
One of the participants mentioned spending as much as 80 hours working on accreditation tasks.
Three of the 11 interviewees described the accreditation tasks as “high service.” The participants
were referring to the annual review process and the current recognition for working on
accreditation tasks. A larger percentage of time is accounted for under service as part of one’s
faculty assignment. For most institutions, despite research and feedback on the evaluation
process, research is given more weight (Fairweather, 1993; Park, 2012).
O’Meara (2011) discussed the challenges of evaluating faculty time particularly because
it depends on which activities are most rewarded. Five of the 11 participants perceived there is
no reward for working on accreditation. Therefore, the lack of reward creates a challenge for
administrators attempting to gain faculty buy-in. Participants suggested improvements to the
current system such as more alignment with tenure and promotion, release time, and stipends.
Del Favaro and Bray (2010) referred to possible rewards as pay, merit pay, standard raise, or
hybrid models. Among the recommendations for improvements to the accreditation process was
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faculty release time and stipend (n=5). In recent years the academic college under study was able
to give a small stipend to faculty working on accreditation tasks. The stipend was given after the
accreditation tasks were completed. Three of the 11 participants recalled the stipend as a reward
for their work.
Curriculum. Accreditation is considered one of the external factors mentioned in Lattuca
and Stark (2009), which influence the curriculum. Five of 11 participants cited accreditation as
the driving force of curriculum. Not all of the participants agreed that accreditation was the
driving force of curriculum. The majority (n=8) believed accreditation and curriculum are
connected. They expressed differences in the level of the connection between accreditation and
curriculum. Some of the faculty members perceived accreditation standards are too basic and
therefore incorporating the standards into courses should be completed after the course design.
Dressel (1971), Fink (2003), and Lattuca and Stark (2009) described curriculum as an
autonomous process to be addressed by the faculty members. Participants’ responses
demonstrated that some of the faculty experiences were closely aligned with the research, while
other interviewees believed accreditation drives curriculum. Four of the 11 participants believed
there is no connection between accreditation and curriculum. The four participants described the
process of curriculum development as driven based on the particular discipline. Depending on
the type of the academic college there were other external factors that demanded curriculum
revision. Some of those factors included, but are not limited to, department of education,
demands from other programs, and/or shift in teacher certification.
The University of South Florida is accredited through Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools (SACS). The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) was described
by interviewees as recently shifting their focus to faculty and learning outcomes. Rhodes (2012)
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discussed accrediting bodies requiring the demonstration of student learning. The shift in focus
of the accrediting agencies creates friction between the original intent of accreditation. Eaton
(2003; 2011) stated the original intent was quality assurance and improvement in higher
education. Participants described the requirement to review their curriculum (n=4) as a positive
outcome of the accreditation process while some of the participants described the overall
accreditation process as micromanaging or annoying (n=4). Despite the mixed reactions of the
interviewees, there is a connection between curriculum and accreditation.
Implications for practice
This study can inform practice for various entities within the university or college. In this
section, implications for administrators, faculty, and accrediting offices within universities or
colleges will be discussed.
Administrators. The information gathered in this study can be used to inform the way in
which administrators address the accreditation requirements and demands on faculty time. This
study discusses some of the suggestions from the perspective of the faculty members involved in
the implementation of the curriculum. The participants shared the value of accreditation,
recognizing the impact accreditation has on the university, college, and program. Gathering
faculty buy-in consistently throughout the accreditation process can be accomplished by
recognizing the amount of time faculty invest in accreditation. Understanding the time spent on
accreditation and making the necessary adjustments to faculty time could result in more faculty
participation.
Being rewarded for the work associated with accreditation, in the form of a stipend or
faculty release time, should be noted as a recommendation by faculty. Faculty release time would
be beneficial to the administrators as well as the faculty members. Having the ability to define or
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dictate the amount of time a particular faculty member will work on accreditation related tasks
would ensure each of the tasks are completed. Stipends could be used as motivation to maintain
continuous faculty buy-in.
Faculty. This study focused on tenured education faculty perspectives of accreditation.
However, the information included in this study can be used to inform junior faculty members
about the realities of working on accreditation tasks. Participants suggested more alignment with
the tenure and promotion process that would benefit all faculty members. In the future, instead of
accreditation work resulting in high service credit, there may be more value given to this
particular work.
Understanding the accreditation process and the impact it has on curriculum and faculty
time provides insight for faculty. Participants suggested the time away from research, teaching,
and students were directly related to the time spent on accreditation work. Faculty can use the
information gleaned from this study to request a course release or to have the amount of time
taken into consideration.
Interviewees expressed the understanding of accreditation being connected to reputation
and quality of the program. The information in this study can be utilized to persuade additional
faculty buy-in for those faculty members who are not interested in participating in accreditation
tasks. Ensuring all faculty within the program participate and provide feedback to accrediting
bodies will assist in improving the program quality and curriculum.
Accrediting offices within universities or colleges. In the particular college utilized in
this study, the accrediting office works directly with each program on any accrediting tasks.
Accrediting offices within a university or college can understand faculty perspectives and values
of accreditation as a result of this study. Understanding faculty perspectives can improve the way
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in which requests for information are made and the time it may take for faculty to complete each
task. Being aware that faculty are spending countless hours on one task and typically only
receiving intrinsic rewards can improve overall communication.
This study can inform the way in which an accrediting office operates within a university
or college. Evaluating the cost of time, little reward, and sometimes, the lack of faculty buy-in
can be used to improve the way in which accreditation occurs. Every institution and/or college
addresses accreditation differently but improving the process to ensure it is more effective and
involves faculty can assist in a positive outcome for all involved.
Researcher’s reflection
After completion of the study and the analysis process there are few items the researcher
gleaned from the research process. The researcher reflected on the study and discusses some of
the details below.
The faculty role in the institution is vital to the overall success of the program and
university. Despite the faculty’s instrumental role in the accreditation process the faculty are not
always rewarded for their efforts. The researcher was shocked to discover the amount of time
faculty spend working on accreditation tasks with little reward. Accreditation in this particular
college is valued however the process could be improved to make the work more meaningful
from a faculty standpoint.
The timing of this study was a challenge and if the researcher were to duplicate the study
it would be completed during the spring or fall semester. Ideally the researcher would like to
complete a similar study during an accreditation visit. The researcher was surprised at the overall
results were positive and initially anticipated more negative responses. One could say this was a
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result of the participants that may have a negative perception of accreditation did not respond to
the researcher’s request.
Recommendations for future research
If this study was duplicated, I would make the following recommendations. The ideal
time to conduct this study would be during the fall or spring semester. The researcher began data
collection during the summer semester. Some of the ideal participants were not available
because they were not on contract for the summer.
The demographics of participants in this study are not representative of the academic
college faculty. Five females and six male faculty members participated, and only three of the
faculty were associate professors. Ideally, to better reflect the overall demographics of the
college, the study would have had more female participants and more associate professors.
This study was conducted utilizing one academic college at the University of South
Florida. Due to the qualitative nature of the study, there is no intent to generalize the results. The
researcher understands that various academic colleges may address accreditation in various
ways.
This study only focused on tenured education faculty perspectives of education.
Therefore, future research might include the following:


A similar study that examines faculty perspectives of accreditation from multiple
academic colleges on one campus.



A similar qualitative study from the perspective of administrators connected to
accreditation within various academic colleges. Expanding the study to include
administrators would allow the administrative perspective to be taken into account.
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A study exploring the perspectives of accreditation from faculty across multiple
institutions. This would provide an in-depth look into faculty perspectives of
accreditation.



A study that incorporated student outcomes as part of the new accreditation trend.
Including research on student outcomes and incorporating the student outcomes into
the interview questions would be an interesting perspective.



Expanding the study to include not only tenured faculty members but instructors and
assistant professors as well. This would allow for additional perspectives and insight
of the overall process and perspectives of accreditation.



A longitudinal study that would follow the tenured faculty through prepping for an
accreditation visit and then following the same faculty members throughout the
implementation of any changes as a result of accreditation. This might provide a true
perspective and practice of accreditation from the faculty perspective.



Future study on institutional rewards for faculty members. Examining the role of
tenure and promotion and creating an effective reward system for faculty.



Duplicating the study but examining the effect of where tenure is housed may
change the results.

Conclusion
This qualitative study was conducted to understand tenured education faculty member
perspectives of accreditation. This study interviewed 11 tenured faculty members and analyzed
accreditation documents provided by the participants and on the college’s public website. The
researcher found previous studies that discussed similar topics but none that offered this level of
detail and specific insight related to accreditation.
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This study determined that faculty value accreditation and spend a large amount of time
working on accreditation tasks. The work associated with accreditation is not always rewarded.
However, faculty recognize the value of accreditation related to the quality of the program,
recognition, and reflecting on the curriculum. Accreditation can be connected to improving the
curriculum of the program.
The results of this study can be useful for administrators at a university and/or college to
gain faculty buy-in. Faculty can utilize the information in this study to negotiate time spent on
accreditation tasks. The accrediting offices within the university or academic college can use the
results to improve faculty participation and communication. This study also provides accrediting
offices an opportunity to evaluate their current processes and improve them, where needed.
The study provided the researcher with an opportunity to speak to the individuals
involved on a regular basis with accreditation. While most of the feedback was surprisingly
positive, the main theme for administrators, faculty, and accrediting bodies to consider is the
amount of time spent on various accreditation tasks. Recommendations from the participants
included more alignment with the tenure and promotion process, release time to spend on
accreditation tasks, or a stipend for faculty who engage in accreditation activities. Interviewees
mentioned that if the accreditation process is important as the institution believes that it is, then
there should be more rewards associated with working to ensure the program or college passes
the accreditation visits. The results of this study demonstrate the accreditation process is valued
by the faculty members however, it lacks the rewards for individual faculty.
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APPENDIX A IRB CONSENT FORM

Study ID:Pro00022094 Date Approved: 5/7/2015 Expiration Date: 5/7/2016

Informed Consent to Participate in Research Involving Minimal Risk Information to
Consider Before Taking Part in this Research Study
Pro # _22094___________________
You are being asked to take part in a research study. Research studies include only people who
choose to take part. This document is called an informed consent form. Please read this
information carefully and take your time making your decision. Ask the researcher or study staff
to discuss this consent form with you, please ask him/her to explain any words or information
you do not clearly understand. The nature of the study, risks, inconveniences, discomforts, and
other important information about the study are listed below.
We are asking you to take part in a research study called: Tenured Education Faculty
Perspectives of Accreditation
The person who is in charge of this research study is Sabrina Lewis. This person is called the
Principal Investigator. However, other research staff may be involved and can act on behalf of
the person in charge. She is being guided in this research by Dr. Kathleen King.
The research will be conducted at the USF College of Education.
Purpose of the study
The accreditation process is occurring in many different universities and colleges throughout the
nation. Faculty buy in and responsiveness are essential in responding to accreditation demands.
The intent is to disseminate the outcome of this study and encourage other institutions and
individual colleges to evaluate their current processes.
Why are you being asked to take part?
We are asking you to take part in this research study because you meet the study criteria. You
have been a faculty member in higher education for a minimum of 5 years, you are tenured, and
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have had some involvement in the curriculum development. Curriculum involvement meaning a
program coordinator, involvement in graduate council, and/or developing a new course recently.
Social Behavioral Version # 1 Version Date: 5/7/15 Page 1 of 4

Study ID:Pro00022094 Date Approved: 5/7/2015 Expiration Date: 5/7/2016
Study Procedures:
If you take part in this study, you will be asked to: This study will utilize interviews and
document analysis. The procedures are included below.
• This study will involve interviewing 10-15 faculty members at USF Tampa campus in the
College of Education. Each interview will be approximately 30-45 minutes long face to face,
phone, or via Skype depending upon the faculty member's availability. These interviews will be
recorded on an electronic device. The participants will be recruited via email and then they will
be followed up with via email and/or phone. Once the interviews are completed they will be sent
to an outside party for transcription. There will be no identifying information included in the
interviews to maintain some anonymity. The recordings will be destroyed after the research and
dissertation is approved.
• After the transcription and analysis completed the researcher will follow up with interview
participants. This communication will verify the data reflects what was shared during the
interview.
• The researcher will be collecting public documents and requesting documents from participants
related to the accreditation process.
Total Number of Participants
About 10-15 will take part in this study at USF.
Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You do not have to participate in this research study
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that there is
any pressure to take part in the study. You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at
any time. There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if you stop
taking part in this study. Decision to not participate will not affect your job status.
Benefits
You will receive no benefit(s) by participating in this research study.
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Risks or Discomfort
This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with this
study are the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks to those who
take part in this study.
Compensation
You will receive no payment or other compensation for taking part in this study.
Social Behavioral Version # 1 Version Date: 5/7/15 Page 2 of 4

Study ID:Pro00022094 Date Approved: 5/7/2015 Expiration Date: 5/7/2016
Costs
It will not cost you anything to take part in the study.
Privacy and Confidentiality
We will keep your study records private and confidential. Certain people may need to see your
study records. Anyone who looks at your records must keep them confidential. These individuals
include:
The research team, including the Principal Investigator and study coordinator.
Certain government and university people who need to know more about the
study, and individuals who provide oversight to ensure that we are doing the study in
the right way.
Any agency of the federal, state, or local government that regulates this
research Office for Human Research Protection (OHRP).
The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and related staff who have
oversight responsibilities for this study, including staff in USF Research Integrity and
Compliance. We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not
include your name. We will not publish anything that would let people know who you
are. You can get the answers to your questions, concerns, or complaints If you
have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, or experience an
unanticipated problem, call Sabrina Lewis at 813-974-7887. If you have questions
about your rights as a participant in this study, or have complaints, concerns or issues you
want to discuss with someone outside the research, call the USF IRB at (813) 974-5638.
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Social Behavioral Version # 1 Version Date: 5/7/15 Page 3 of 4
Study ID:Pro00022094 Date Approved: 5/7/2015 Expiration Date: 5/7/2016
Consent to Take Part in this Research Study
I freely give my consent to take part in this study. I understand that by signing this form I am
agreeing to take part in research. I have received a copy of this form to take with me.
_____________________________________________ ____________ Signature of Person
Taking Part in Study Date
_____________________________________________ Printed Name of Person Taking Part in
Study
Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study what he or she can expect from
their participation. I confirm that this research subject speaks the language that was used to
explain this research and is receiving an informed consent form in their primary language. This
research subject has provided legally effective informed consent.

Signature of Person obtaining Informed Consent
_______________________________________________________________ Printed Name of
Person Obtaining Informed Consent
_______________ Date
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APPENDIX B EXAMPLE OF EMAIL REQUESTING INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS
Dear Professor:
Re: Faculty Perceptions of Accreditation Research Study
My name is Sabrina Lewis and I am a doctoral candidate in the Higher Education
administration program in the College of Education at USF. I am conducting a research
study on faculty perceptions of accreditation. My major professor is Dr. Kathleen King.
I am seeking answers to the following research questions.
 Research question one (RQ1): What are faculty perspectives regarding the value of
accreditation?
 Research question two (RQ2): What are faculty perspectives regarding the value of
accreditation to curriculum planning?
 Research question three (RQ3): What are faculty perspectives regarding their role,
benefits, costs, and potential rewards for participation in the accreditation process?
The study has inclusion criteria, which I think you might meet. The inclusion criteria are as
follows:
 Tenured faculty member,
 Served or serving as program coordinator, served on graduate council, and/or
participated in curriculum development process, and
 Minimum of 5 years as a faculty member in higher education.
If you meet the criteria and are willing to participate in the study I would be very grateful. I
will be using pseudonyms and any identifying information will be confidential. This
research will be conducted by interviewing a few experts that meet the criteria listed
above. The interviews will be conducted at your convenience for 30-45 minutes.
I sincerely hope you agree to participate. If you have any questions please email
slewis9@usf.edu or call 813-974-7887. If you are willing to participate please complete the
attached informed consent form and return to Sabrina Lewis via email.
Thank you for your time and assistance with the completion of my research.
Sincerely,
Sabrina Lewis
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APPENDIX C INTERVIEW QUESTION SAMPLES PROTOCOL
Interview Question Samples Protocol
Introduction to the interview
Thank you for taking time to sit down with me today to discuss this topic. My research is
focused on faculty perceptions of accreditation. I will be asking that you to confirm which
accrediting body you are referring to specifically. Please feel free to be honest I will not be
disclosing personal information in the final research. Stop me at any time if you feel that
something is unclear or you have a question.
Part I. Demographic and Background Questions
4. Years, rank and accreditation
a. How many years have you been a faculty member?
b. What faculty rank are you?
c. With which accrediting bodies have you been involved?
d. With which accrediting bodies is your discipline/program associated?
e. What is your gender?
5.

Institutions
a. Which educational institutions have you served as a full time or part time faculty
member?
b. How many years at each?
c. Can you send me your most recent faculty CV?

Part II. Accreditation Related Questions
6. Involvement in accreditation
a. Have you been involved in an accreditation association, if so, could you please
describe that experience?
b. Have you ever served on an accreditation visit team? If so, could you please
describe that experience?
c. Have you participated in an accreditation visit at your campus? If so, could you
please describe that experience? [insert name of their accreditation body here]
d. Have you participated in writing a self-study for….. if so, could you please
describe that experience if so, could you please describe that experience?
e. Have you been involved in the planning for an accreditation visit, if so, could you
please describe that experience?
f. How are you now involved in any of these accreditation processes and
experiences?
7. Curriculum planning
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a. What has been your involvement with curriculum planning? If any, could you
please describe that experience
b. What has been your involvement with program development? ? If any, could you
please describe that experience?
c. What has been your involvement with new course development? If any, could you
please describe that experience?
d. How are you now involved in curriculum planning?
8. In what ways do you see that accreditation has been connected to your curriculum
development and planning? Can you explain and provide an example of this connection?
9. What is your perspective of the relationship between curriculum development and
accreditation?
a. If you do not think there is any relationship, why not?
10. Faculty roles and rewards
a. In what way do you believe accreditation impacts you as a faculty member?
b. If you participate in accreditation, does it cost you anything in your faculty roles?
c. If you participate in accreditation, related to your faculty roles, what benefits do
you believe you gain?
d. From your perspective, how do faculty roles and rewards represent participation
in and contribution to the accreditation process?
e. From your perspective, what recommendations would you make to improve
alignment of faculty roles and rewards with their participation in and contribution
to the accreditation process?
11. What do you recognize as the value of accreditation for the institution?
a. In the College?
b. In the program?
12. From your perspective, what is the potential value of accreditation for faculty?
13. From your perspective, what is the current value of accreditation for faculty?
a. If you do value it why?
b. If you do not value it, why not?
c. What could be adjusted to increase its value for faculty?
14. Do you have any questions for me; or additional comments?

Conclusion of the interview
Thank you again for taking the time to speak with me today. If you think of anything you would
like to add please contact me. Once I have completed my analysis of the interviews I will send
you the final analysis. This step will serve as a way to confirm that I accurately represented your
thoughts and ideas.
I will also be completing a document analysis. If you have any documents that you
prepared in relationship to the accreditation process I am gathering this data as well. This can
include but is not limited to schedules of meetings, list of meetings, electronic site, documents
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provided to you pertaining to accreditation process, organizational documents, etc. Feel free to
email me the documents or if you would like I can make a copy. Thank you for your time.
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APPENDIX D EMAIL COMMUNICATION SAMPLE OF THANK YOU FOR
PARTICIPATING
Dear Professor:
Re: Faculty Perceptions of Accreditation Research Study
Thank you for your continued participation in the research study. I appreciate and value your
time and consideration. I have completed all of the interviews and document analysis. There will
be a follow email sent once I have completed my analysis. The email will ask you to review the
analysis and to let me know if there is anything that does not accurately represent your interview.
If you have any questions please email slewis9@usf.edu or call 813-974-7887.
Thank you for your time and assistance with the completion of my research.
Sincerely,
Sabrina Lewis
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APPENDIX E COMPLETION AND THANK YOU EMAIL
Dear Professor:
Re: Faculty Perceptions of Accreditation Research Study
Thank you for your continued participation in the research study. I appreciate and value your
time and consideration. Thanks to your participation I have completed this part of my research.
If you have any questions please email slewis9@usf.edu or call 813-974-7887.
Thank you for your time and assistance with the completion of my research.
Sincerely,
Sabrina Lewis
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APPENDIX F MEMBER CHECK EMAIL

Date
Dear Carol:
Thank you so much for taking the time to interview with me regarding tenured education faculty
perceptions of accreditation.
Attached please find a draft of the transcript of our conversation for your review. Please check
the transcript for accuracy to ensure your responses are being reported correctly. Please send any
changes or comments to me within 5 business days. If I do not hear from you during that time
period, I will assume you agree that the document accurately indicates your responses during our
interview session.
Feel free to contact me at (904) 535-5362 or via email at slewis9@usf.edu if you should have
any questions.
Thank you again for sharing your insight and experience. You have been a valuable part of my
research project.
Sincerely,
Sabrina Lewis
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